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To a long line of comrades in arms, 
known and unknown, 
who arrived with open minds and 
departed with open wounds 
AND 
To the guilty bystanders. You know who you 
"The teacher's first responsibilities are 
to those being taught." 
—from The Moral Dimensions of Teaching, 
edited by John I. Goodlad, Roger Soder, 
and Kenneth A. Sirotnik (1990), 
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, p. xii. 
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 
Educational Reform Fails to Produce Educational Equity 
The persistence of educational inequities in American public schools—along with their 
racial overtones—suggests equity reform initiatives undertaken in the wake of Brown v. Board 
of Education have not addressed some fundamental constant in the educational equation. The 
repeated failure of reforms to bring about equity in either inputs or outcomes for blacks and 
other minorities is well-documented in studies of selected school districts by Kozol (1967, 
1991) and Mitchell and Poston (1992), confirmed by Alkin (1992) in an historical review of 
school governance, and by Meier, Stewart, and England (1989) in their study of large urban 
school districts. The latter study found evidence of a consistent and persistent pattern of 
"second-generation" discrimination against black students as measured by dropouts, 
disciplinary incidents, and positive and negative personnel placements. For example, black 
students were overrepresented by 134 percentage points in expulsions and by 95 to 125 
percentage points in classes for the Educable Mentally Retarded; they were underrepresented 
by more than 50% in gifted and talented classes. 
Unsatisfactory Explanations for Equity Failure 
Interpreters of equity failure can be grouped into at least three schools of thought: 
geneticists, elitists, and semanticists. Geneticists argue that equity is impossible to obtain 
because blacks are genetically inferior in intelligence (Jensen, 1969, 1984,1985). Although 
Jensen's logic and methodology have been severely criticized (Flynn, 1980; Mackenzie, 1984), 
his work has provided the intellectual foundation for racist geneticists during the past three 
decades (Shockley, 1971a,b, 1972; Levin, 1988, 1990, 1991; Rushton, 1990, 1992; Hermstein 
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& Murray, 1994). Their claims, allegedly based on scientific evidence, have not received 
acceptance in the scientific, educational, or lay communities. However, their ideas are a 
continuing source of scientific, academic, ideological, and legal controversy (Selden, 1984; 
Chemovsky, 1990; Rushton, 1990; Eysenck, 1991; Zirkel, 1992; Pershall, 1993-94). 
Elitists have come to the same conclusion regarding the impossibility of equity, but the 
basis for their beliefs appears to be more intuitive and philosophical. Their lineage extends 
unbroken from Founding Fathers such as James Madison (1887-88) through A. J. Nock 
(1932) and former Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, John Gardner (1984), to the 
present. Madison wrote in Federalist Papers Number 10, "The protection of [the differing] 
faculties [of men to acquire property] is the first object of govemment." Education is clearly a 
"property" within the context of Madison's assertion. 
More recently, Noch (1932) captured the philosophical basis of the elitist argument in 
A Theory of Education in America. He stated that then-current notions of educational equity 
were based on erroneous theories about equality, human capabilities, and a popular perversion 
of democracy—not democracy as conceived in the minds of the Founding Fathers. Nock 
offered as supporting evidence a description of Thomas Jefferson's plan for education in the 
new State of Virginia. It was clearly a sorting process of the type maligned by current equity 
advocates. Former Secretary of Health, Education, and Welfare, John Gardner updated this 
thinking in a more recent book. He wrote (1984) that great ability is often identified early in a 
child's life, that society carmot afford to support "late bloomers," and, while rigorous social 
selection based on merit is a flawed process, "we must engage in such selection" (pp. 74-83). 
Looking at the ebb and flow of equity concerns through U.S. history, Redenius (1981) 
documented the periodic decline and resurgence of elitist philosophy and its detrimental impact 
on the dispossessed. 
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In spite of carefully documented positions, penetrating logic, and accurate observations 
of education's failure to adequately serve all segments of the population, the history of 
American expectations has rendered the arguments of Madison and his successors moot. 
Promulgation of a revised, elitist view of Jeffersonian educational philosophy at this late hour 
would shatter generations of hopes which have turned on the belief in education as The Great 
Elevator of the Masses. 
To abandon our rhetoric of equality through education would force 
us to recognize social and ethnic racial classes in America that are no 
less than castes. Generation after generation of poverty in a society 
that measures success in somewhat narrow terms is a failure of our 
society that we cannot admit. (Best, 1988, p. 7) 
The admission of such a failure would constitute nothing less than an invitation to 
revolution. The dispossessed of the Twenty-first Century would have little recourse but to 
pursue their claims on post-industrial America chanting the motto, "Bum, Baby, Bum!" rather 
than the current mantra, "Learn, Baby, Learn!" 
Viewed from this perspective, the "philosophical flaw theory" is not a factor which 
educators can manipulate to improve their success or explain their failure. Caught, as they are, 
between the rock of two centuries of Jeffersonian educational and political ideals, however 
misinterpreted, and the hard place of trying to make schools live up to their equalitarian 
promise, educators predictably chose the latter (Bennett, 1985). 
Elitists and geneticists take the position that equity has failed because those without 
property, the badge of superior ability, or the "proper" intellectual genetic endowments are 
either undeserving of equity or incapable of making use of equitable opportunities. These 
arguments are rejected by a third group of theorists and practitioners who believed that equity 
has floundered because of the lack of a common concept. For the purposes of this paper they 
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will be called the semanticists. Their ranks include Rothman and Wilson (1988), HiUiard 
(1988) and Wilson (1988). 
The absence of a common vocabulary is certainly evident among the writings of 
Poston (1992), Gay (1990), Fischer (1989), Fantini (1989), Secada (1989), Wilson (1988), 
and others. However, the equity concept predates the Roman Empire and claims of conceptual 
confusion do not square with such a long history. Calls for conceptual clarity and the absence 
of a common vocabulary either betray a failure of scholarship or, more likely, mask 
controversial issues, such as funding, strategies, and the social mobility implications of true 
educational equity. 
Equity studies (Centers, 1949; Lane, 1962; Huber & Form, 1973; Feagin, 1975; 
Rainwater, 1974; Williamson, 1974a,b; Sampson, 1977; Lewis, 1978; Hochschild, 1981; 
Nilson, 1981; Gallup Organization, 1985; Kluegel & Smith, 1986) suggest the anti-equity 
attitudes which they identified flow from basic beliefs as to the rules of American culture. 
Many researchers have expressed the opinion that significant progress toward equity in 
schools and society at large is unlikely as long as these attitudes and beliefs persist. If certain 
attitudinal and belief characteristics are considered by experts as prerequisites for educational 
equity, there is a need to document and rationally examine stakeholder attitudes and beliefs to 
enlightening equity reform efforts. There has been no such study. 
Few writers have made a more explicit call for inquiry into the cultural roots of 
educational practices than Tye (1992). He recommends research to identify the cultural values 
which underlie the "deep structure" of American schools. This study is designed as a response 
to that call. 
In view of the above cited findings and pessimistic implications for societal equity, 
such an inquiry into the educational subculture is needed to determine if American attitudes 
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toward inequity found in the general population are present to the same degree among adult 
school stakeholders. The findings of this study hold the promise of significant contributions to 
theory, policy, and practice. First, the study may identify, for equity theorists and 
policymakers, new and fundamental reasons for the failure of past efforts to provide 
educational equity. Second, the results may provide guidance and direction to equity theorists 
and policymakers for future reform efforts. Third, it may provide guidance to professional 
organizations and educational institutions regarding the training and values necessary to 
improve the effectiveness of school stakeholders, particularly teachers and administrators, in 
the vital area of educational equity. 
Statement of the Problem 
For the purposes of this study, equity is defined as a fair distribution of social goods 
that goes beyond the provisions of law. Although educational experts agree (Sato & 
McLaughlin, 1992; Doyle, 1993; Oaks & Lipton, 1992; Donahoe, 1993) that attitudes must be 
changed regarding equity, there has been no comprehensive documentation of the equity 
attitudes of school stakeholders—those who manage and teach in schools. The foregoing 
studies and observations suggest that a critical prerequisite for reform would be a study to 
determine if, in fact, the attitudes identified in the general population are also present, to a 
significant extent, among adult school stakeholders. Hence, the overarching problem 
addressed by this investigation was to determine if adult public school stakeholders harbored 
attitudes—attitudes imbedded in the fabric of American culture—that could present significant 
obstacles to the attaiimient of educational equity and help explain the abundant evidence of 
public school inequities. Specifically, this research has attempted to answer the following 
questions previously addressed to a cross-section of the U.S. population in a study by Kluegel 
and Smith (1986): 
1. Do you believe inequities in society result primarily from economic and social 
structures which inhibit upward mobility or are they due to differences in the 
personal initiative among individuals? 
2. Do you believe that black and white citizens have the same chances for success if 
they are willing to work hard? 
3. Do you believe that individuals are primarily and personally responsible for their 
relative positions in society? 
4. Do you believe that inequities in society have the beneficial effect of stimulating 
people to strive for success? 
5. In pursuit of equity, do you prefer programs that would significantly change the 
economic structure or programs that would help individuals adapt to the existing 
economic structure? 
6. Are you in favor of redistributing wealth from rich people to poor people on the 
basis of need? 
Purpose of the Study 
To address the problem and need statements above, the specific purposes of the study 
were to: 
1. Document the attitudes of selected school stakeholders toward social inequality. 
2. Determine if school stakeholder attitudes differ significantly from those of the 
general U.S. population as documented by Kluegel and Smith (1986). 
3. Determine if there are statistically significant differences among school stakeholder 
groups (organizational and sociodemographic) regarding their attitudes toward 
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social inequality. 
Draw conclusions as to the potential impact of school stakeholder attitudes 
regarding social inequality on the implementation of equity programs. 
Research Questions 
This study attempted to answer the following questions: 
1. With regard to their attitudes toward societal inequality, are school stakeholders 
significantly different from the U.S. population as measured by Kluegel and Smith 
(1986)? 
2. With regard to their attitudes toward societal inequality, are there significant 
differences among school stakeholder groups, organizational and/or demographic? 
Hypotheses to be Tested 
To provide comprehensive and meaningful answers to the research questions, the 
following hypotheses were tested: 
Hypothesis 1: There are no significant differences between the U.S. population (as 
measured by Kluegel and Smith, 1986) and school stakeholders concerning attitudes toward 
social inequality. 
Hypothesis 2: There are no significant differences among school stakeholder groups 
regarding their attitudes toward social inequality. 
Assumptions 
Research assumptions are as follows: 
1. Respondents would provide complete and truthful answers to sensitive survey 
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questions. 
2. Respondents would be a representative sample of the national population of adult 
public school stakeholder groups. 
3. There exists a relationship between stakeholders' attitudes toward inequality and the 
actions of stakeholders in providing educational equity. 
4. Educational equity is essential to effective schools. 
Delimitations 
This study is delimited by the following parameters: 
1. Only five individuals in each district sampled were provided questiormaires. 
2. Target respondents were one each: parent, board member, superintendent, 
principal, and teacher. 
3. This study was limited by the sampling technique: a stratified, nonproportional, 
random sample representing the national population of school stakeholders. 
4. The population from which the random sample was drawn included only districts 
with 20 or more teachers. 
5. Results of this investigation represent the 1994-95 school year, during which the 
data were collected. 
6. The sampling was based on information in the Common Core of Data surveys 
collected in March 1988 by the National Center for Educational Statistics, U.S. 
Department of Education. Given the research focus of the School Improvement 
Model (SIM) and upon the advice of Dr. Roy Hickman of the Iowa State 
University Statistical Laboratory, the mailing list developed for SIM research 
projects was limited to states with no state-mandated teacher evaluation. 
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Definition of Terms 
Dominant ideology thesis - the theory that dominant beliefs and values in a capitalist culture 
are those of the ruling class, imposed on the masses through their control of the 
intellectual ferment and of mass communications. These ideas are internalized by the 
society and work to keep the ruling class in power (Bottomore, 1983). 
Educational equity - a learning process and outcome in which all students have access and 
support necessary to acquire an education that prepares them for an equal opportunity 
to obtain all manner of social goods accessible to their abilities and their ambitions. 
Elitist - an elitist is one who subscribes to the doctrine that certain individuals (usually the 
ruling class in a society) are naturally endowed with superior intellectual gifts; therefore 
it is fruitless to strive for educational equity because the underclass is intellectually 
incapable of putting it to good advantage. Elitists support societal stratification based 
on observable high levels of achievement. The most common, though not exclusive, 
measures of achievement are the abilities to acquire property and high station. 
Equity - fair distribution of social goods that goes beyond the provisions of law. 
Geneticist - one who supports the position that racial groups are stratified according to 
genetically-determined intelligence and that blacks are intellectually inferior to all other 
racial groups. Geneticists support their assertion with studies that are not recognized 
by the scientific community. Geneticists hold that equity in educational outcomes 
cannot be achieved because these outcomes are preordained genetically. Hence, equity 
programs are an unnecessary waste of resources and unfakly exclude those with 
superior intellectual gifts. 
Income equity, greater - a compression of the range of incomes in society so that the 
difference between the lowest and highest incomes is reduced. 
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Inequity - the absence of equity, an unfair distribution of social goods. 
Minority group - "Any recognizable racial, religious, or ethnic group in a community that 
suffers some disadyantage due to prejudice or discrimination" (Shafritz, Koeppe, & 
Soper, 1988, p. 299). In this study minority refers to blacks, unless otherwise 
indicated. 
Semanticist - one who belieyes, unlike elitists and geneticists, that it is possible to achieye 
equity. Howeyer, it has not been achieved because the concept and language of equity 
lack the clarity necessary for universal, consistent implementation. In the view of 
semanticists, the reasons for this confusion range from honest differences of opinion 
among supporters to deliberate misrepresentation by opponents of equity. 
Societal structure - The hierarchical organization of social inequality (e.g., society's ranks or 
status groups). "The pattern of interrelated statuses and roles found in a society or 
other group at a particular time and constituting a relatively stable set of social relations. 
It is the organized pattern of the interrelated rights and obligations of persons and 
groups in a system of interactions as analyzed in terms of statuses, roles, social norms, 
and social institutions. The term is sometimes used synonymously with social 
structure" (Theodorson & Theodorson, 1969, p. 395). 
Social economic status fSES) - "An indicator of an individual or family's social ranking based 
on such factors as level of income, neighborhood or residence, or type of occupation" 
(Shafritz, Koeppe, & Soper, 1988, p. 435). 
Stakeholder - within the context of this study, the term is limited to parents, school board 
members, superintendents, principals, and teachers. Pupils and other recognized 
stakeholders have been omitted from the survey because they play relatively minor 
roles in creating educational equity. 
II 
CHAPTER 2. REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Clues to the Missing Variable: The Historical Perspective 
Given the unsatisfactory explanations for generations of failed educational reform, one 
is tempted to look further afield for clues as to the elusive factor that confounds efforts to 
achieve educational equity. One approach is to examine the phenomenon of equity in the 
affairs of mankind in general and American society in particular. A review of history indicates 
the concept of equity is over 2,000 years old, having been discussed by Aristotle in 
Nicomanchean Ethics (Ross, 1952). The idea was further elaborated and refined by 
successive European powers, reaching the eighteenth century zenith of its Old World 
development in the British Empire (Hoffer, 1990). Tracing the concept to the New World, 
Hoffer gives persuasive evidence that Thomas Jefferson used the format for equity pleadings 
of his day to fi-ame the Eteclaration of Independence. Since that time, societal equity has been a 
constant concern in the United States and there has been little agreement on what it looks like 
in practice (Kreisberg, 1979; Redenius, 1981; Best, 1988; Hoffer, 1990; Leahy, 1992). Equity 
in public education is just one aspect of this concern—and a relatively recent one at that 
(Katznelson & Weir, 1985). 
Clues to the Missing Variable: The Limited-Sample Studies 
Over the past several decades, a series of limited-sample studies have been conducted 
in the United States that exposed the attitudes and opinions of Americans concerning inequities 
in their society. These studies show generally that while Americans express support for the 
equity ideal, they do not provide adequate support for policies which would produce equity of 
results among social groups. This ambivalence was evident in studies on a variety of topics: 
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beliefs about opportunity for economic advancement (Huber & Form, 1973); individual 
explanations for poverty (Komhauser, 1939; Centers, 1949; Feagin, 1975; Sampson, 1977; 
Lewis, 1978; Nilson, 1981; Gallup Organization, 1985) distributive justice (Lane, 1962; 
Rainwater, 1974; Hochschild, 1981); and opposition to policies affecting redistribution of 
wealth (Williamson, 1974a,b; Feagin, 1975). 
Clues to the Missing Variable: The National-Sample Study 
In the early 1980s, with support from the National Science Foundation and the 
National Institutes of Mental Health, a capstone study synthesized and incorporated the 
findings of many previous equity investigations, and applied them to a national sample of the 
American public (Kluegel & Smith, 1986). Approaching the equity question through the back 
door by surveying American attitudes about inequity, the researchers used the dominant 
ideology thesis (Marx & Engels, 1947; Huber & Form, 1973; Abercrombie, Hill, & Turner, 
1980) as their theoretical framework. This study tended to confirm earlier equity-related 
research and generated the following findings and conclusions which appear relevant to the 
failure of both societal and educational equity efforts: 
• Finding 1 (Kluegel & Smith, 1986). The four key elements of the American belief 
system (the dominant ideology) are: 1) opportunity for economic advancement is present for 
those who are willing to work hard; 2) individuals are personally and causally responsible for 
their positions in society; 3) the overall system of inequality is, therefore, equitable and fair; 
and 4) when the system does not reward merit, the cause can be attributed to individual acts of 
prejudice, not to the social structure. 
• Finding 2 (Kluegel & Smith, 1986). These beliefs have been stable for decades and 
cut across lines of politics, sex, age, race, income, occupation, and religion, and frequently 
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contradict self-interest. (This finding is consistent with those of other limited-sample surveys 
(Lane, 1962; Mann 1970; Sennett & Cobb, 1972; Huber & Form, 1973). Gallup polls have 
documented supporting national trends. In surveys conducted between 1968 and 1992, more 
than 50% of the respondents held blacks responsible for the conditions in which blacks find 
themselves (Gallup, 1993). Further, over the past thirty years, an increasing percentage of 
Americans said they believe blacks have as good a chance as whites to get any job for which 
they are qualified. Those agreeing with this proposition have grown from 43% in 1963 to 
68% in 1990 (Gallup, 1991). In samples drawn between 1977 and 1991, the percent of 
Americans who favor preferential treatment in job and college placements for women and 
minorities has been a steady 10 to 11%; the percentages of those against preference wavered in 
a narrow band between 81 and 84% (Gallup, 1992). Since 1989, the percentage of Americans 
who believed that black and white children in their communities have the same chance to get a 
good education has varied between 80 and 84% (Gallup, 1992).) 
• Finding 3 (Kluegel & Smith, 1986). The majority of white and black Americans 
"hold similar beliefs about how the stratification order should work in principle" (p. 213) and 
oppose redistribution of wealth on the basis of need rather than merit. 
• Finding 4 (Kluegel & Smith, 1986). Attitudes related to age, gender, and 
socioeconomic groups have chilling implications for the success of educational equity 
programs. Middle-status, older women tended to be prominent supporters of economic 
inequalities, as did highly educated members of both genders. (The potential impact of this 
finding on school equity programs becomes more apparent when one recognizes that the 
preceding descriptions fit those who teach in and manage schools. In 1986, the public school 
teaching force was 68.8% female with a median age of 41 years, overwhelmingly (99.1%) 
college graduates, and earned an average annual salary of about $34,000 (U.S. DOE, 1992).) 
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• Finding 5 (Kluegel & Smith, 1986). White Americans do not consider an 
impoverished childhood to be a significant barrier to economic advancement, do not believe 
that blacks face significant racial barriers to economic parity with wliites, and do not view the 
disproportionate number of poor blacks as problematic. They attribute black poverty to a lack 
of motivation and ability, and consider preferential treatment of blacks unfair. 
• Finding 6 (Kluegel & Smith, 1986). The majority of Americans "support... 
program[s] that involve changing individuals.. .and [oppose] programs that appear to call for 
change in the stratification order itself (p. 212). 
• Conclusion 1 (Kluegel &. Smith, 1986). Policies which threaten the dominant 
ideology of individual responsibility (and the current societal structure) are impossible to 
implement. The liberal-conservative conflict in American society results in compromise and 
ineffectual policies which fail "to achieve the goals of either side; Welfare programs [for 
example] neither end poverty nor escape a political backlash of antipoor sentiment" (p. 175). 
• Conclusion 2 (Kluegel & Smith, 1986). More stunning, in terms of its serious 
implications for educational equity programs, is the assessment: "our research shows that 
Americans' beliefs about economic inequalities restrict the possibilities for solutions to the 
problems of poverty and inequality of opportunity" (p. 304). 
Educators Support Social Science Research: 
Culture is the Variable 
Given the findings of the capstone study by Kluegel and Smith (1986), its 
predecessors, and ongoing Gallup Poll monitoring, it should come as no surprise that schools, 
as instruments and extensions of the larger society, experience difficulty eliminating 
inequalities among their students. In de facto recognition of the attitudinal carryover from the 
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larger society, educational experts agree that the underlying cultural assumptions, values, and 
beliefs which motivate the actions of school stakeholders must be altered to bring about 
meaningful reform and provide educational equity. 
[W]hat we value gets translated into norms or behavior that is 
anticipated and expected by the group of its members. These 
unwritten rules which often are only at a dim level of conscious 
awareness influence the behavior of everyone in the 
organization. (Sweeney, 1986, p. 136) 
Tracking, or homogeneous grouping of students according to ability, is one of the most 
ingrained and insidious school practices. Its harmful effects have been fully documented by 
Oakes (1985) and others. However, elimination of the practice has been problematic because 
"detracking" not only would increase the complexity and stress of teaching (Reid, Clunies-
Ross, Goacher, & Vile, 1981); it is a firmly established element of school culture which, in 
turn, reflects the underlying national culture. Who has not heard tracking terms used outside 
of the school setting: "She's on the fast track," "a fau--haired boy," "one of the good old boys" 
(or, girls), "running with the pack," "a loser?" In the classroom, these categories translate into 
"Eagles," "Hurmning Birds," "Black Birds," "the gifted," and "the dumb class." 
Schools that choose to undertake detracking... pay considerable 
attention to the philosophies, values, and beliefs that underlie 
tracking practices and ^at make agreement about alternatives so 
difficult 
[T]racking structures are firmly grounded in widespread and 
historical beliefs about human capacity and about individual and 
group differences. (Oakes & Lipton, 1992, p. 449) 
Shifting the focus to instructors and instruction, the expectations of teachers for their 
students are considered by experts to be imbedded elements of school culture and, therefore, 
vital considerations in a teacher performance evaluation system (Manatt, 1987). Other 
students of the school culture (Sato & McLaughlin, 1992) take an even broader view: 
"Teachers' roles and responsibilities.. .are products of the culture in which they are imbedded" 
(pp. 365-366). In the authors' context, "culture" refers neither to the school environment nor to 
the national educational subculture; it refers specifically to the overall culture of the society as 
the critical variable in teacher performance. 
Other writers (among them, Doyle, 1993; Donahoe, 1993) agree that cultural alteration 
is the key to reform, but Doyle notes that reformers often focus on changing superficial 
manifestations of school culture, rather than fundamental beliefs and attitudes. Ironically, this 
gap between diagnosis of what ails schools and the prescription to restore their health is 
nowhere more apparent than in a recent article by Terrell Bell (1993), the intellectual godfather 
of A Nation at Risk. Bell writes: "[W]e must transform the total [school] culture...." (p. 
596). Yet, when Bell described what must be changed, all items were educational 
implements—money, technology, people, school choice, and reconfigured bureaucracy. These 
are simply tools, the shape and use of which are determined by basic cultural beliefs and 
assumptions drawn from the collective psyche of the nation. Bell, like many other would-be 
reformers, proposed rearrangement of die deck chairs for the next leg of a doomed voyage. 
What is needed is a reexamination of the fundamental purpose for which the vessel was 
created and the appropriateness of the design. 
Recent Events Affecting Equity 
Opinion polls conducted since this study was initiated continue to indicate public 
support for the concept of equity but antipathy toward specific measures to achieve it, 
especially preferential treatment of women and minorities (Citrin, 1996). However, the most 
recent development in the equity arena is a wave of active measures by private organizadons 
and public officials to weaken or eliminate equity-oriented affirmadve action. In California, 
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opponents of affirmative action imposed a ban on race and gender preferences with an 
amendment to the state constitution. They collected over 770,000 signatures in a successful 
effort to put the issue on the ballot for November 1996. In a recent poll, 57% voted for the 
measure, 33% voted against it (Hayward, 1996). The amendment passed by a margin of 54-
46% (Morello, 1996). 
Several state governors, including those from Califomia, Colorado, Louisiana, and 
Ohio, proposed an end to minority preferences in state contracting, financial aid to college 
students, and personnel actions. (A polling of citizens in Ohio indicated that 75% "oppose 
preferential hiring and promotion of African-Americans" and 69% oppose the same 
preferences for women (Theis, 1996).) In his first official act, Louisiana Governor Mike 
Forster published an executive order prohibiting affirmative action, including minority set-
asides in state contracting. On the judicial front, the Louisiana Supreme Court upheld a lower 
court's decision which invalidated the state's 1984 affirmative action law {The Washington 
Post, 1996). 
A series of decisions by the federal judiciary and the Clinton administration also have 
eroded affirmative action-based equity. In 1994, the 4th Circuit Court, in Podberesky v. 
Kirwan, ruled against race-based scholarships targeted at minorities. The U.S. Supreme Court 
refused to review the case (Hentoff, 1996). In another action, the Supreme Court overruled a 
lower court's decision to uphold financial incentives for hiring subcontractors controlled by 
socially and economically disadvantaged individuals for federal projects, especially where race 
was the presumption used to identify such subcontractors {Adarand v. Pena, 1995). 
Following the Court's lead, the Clinton administration issued new procurement rules 
eliminating strict set-aside contracts and implemented other measures which make it more 
difficult for minority businesses to qualify for government contracts (Devroy, 1996). 
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The relevance of this new, overt opposition to equity-oriented affirmative action and the 
opinions behind them is that one would expect to find those same opinions among the public 
school stakeholders polled for this study. 
Summary of Literature Review 
In summary, the literature indicates that: 
1. The concept and language of equity in society are not new. Equity has had a long 
history and has been addressed by some of the most notable minds in ethics, 
government, and education. 
2. Limited-sample studies as well as opinion polls of the American public over three 
decades show a continuing ambivalence regarding eliminating inequities in society; 
Americans give lip-service to the concept of equality, but fail to support actions 
necessary to eliminate inequities. 
3. Findings of the one comprehensive, national-sample study to address inequities 
were consistent with predecessor limited-sample studies. The national study 
indicated that Americans see the overall system of economic inequities as a fair 
representation of individual talent and effort, and view preferential treatment to 
redress inequities as unfair. Americans do not subscribe to the idea that the 
structure of society presents a significant obstacle to individual advancement. 
Further, those Americans who fit the general profile of public school teachers and 
administrators—middle-status, older women and highly-educated members of 
both genders—tended to support economic inequalities. 
It is logical that these culturally-imbedded attitudes which support inequities would 
carry over into the operation of public schools. The evidence suggests they do. Educational 
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equity has remained a dominant national issue for over forty years. A recent paper by 
Simmons (1993) explored the implications of national educational goals for African 
Americans and other minorities. It stated that school reform since the 1980s has been 
insensitive to poor and minority students. Simmons cited as evidence the continuing poor 
performance of minorities on standardized tests and their lack of representation in academically 
challenging and attractive courses and programs. Mexican-American students labor in similar 
circumstances (Sosa, 1993). 
Recent school district curriculum management audits, conducted under the auspices of 
the American Association of School Administrators, documented a number of educational 
inequities which correlate with racial and socioeconomic identity. They included curriculum 
offerings, dropout rates, discipline, special education placements, retentions in grade, 
graduation rates, test scores, per pupil expenditures and staff allocations (Mitchell & Poston, 
1992; Frase et al., 1995; Cannie et al., 1995). In each of these areas, minorities and the poor 
were found to have less access to the curriculum than their white and affluent counterparts. 
Meier, Stewart, and England (1989) documented the existence of many of these problems 
during the decade of the 1980s. 
The lack of equity in public schools is reflected in higher education. Texas reported 
significant difficulties with the recruitment, enrollment, retention, and graduation of black and 
Hispanic undergraduate students (Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board, 1994). Other 
states experience similar problems. The National Center for State Postsecondary Governance 
and Finance found that states face obstacles when attempting to encourage postsecondary 
institutions to increase minority representation (Richardson, 1989). In spite of this mountain 
of circumstantial evidence that public school culture is accepting of inequity, the fact remains 
that equity attitudes of public school stakeholders have gone undocumented. 
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CHAPTER 3. METHODOLOGY 
Theoretical Framework for the Study 
The literature review suggested the following theoretical framework for this study: 
1. Global postulate. The resistant and ambivalent equity attitudes which previous 
researchers have identified in the larger population should logically be present 
among a subset of the population, namely public school stakeholders. 
2. Operational hypothesis. Public school stakeholders will manifest the same 
negative attitudes toward equity identified in the larger population. 
3. Empirical hypotheses. There will be no statistically significant difference between 
equity attitudes of the general population and that of public school stakeholders. 
There will be no statistically significant differences among public school 
stakeholder groups in this study. 
Research Design 
Overview 
This study is both quantitative and cross-sectional. The project is divided conceptually 
into two parts. Part I replicated elements of a study by Kluegel and Smith (1986) which 
sampled the attitudes of the U.S. population, in general, concerning inequalities in society. In 
the present study, public school stakeholders were sampled. Part n had two objectives: (1) to 
determine if there were statistically significant differences among public school stakeholder 
groups with regard to their attitudes toward societal inequalides, and (2) to determine if there 
were statistically significant differences between the attitudes of public school stakeholders 
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surveyed in the present study and those of the respondents in the Kluegel and Smith (1986) 
sample. 
Sample design 
It was anticipated this study would contribute to the development of a meta-analytic 
profile of teachers in states which did not requke teacher evaluation. It is important to note that 
when the ISU Statistical Laboratory developed the sampling methodology, it excluded a 
number of conservative southern states because they had state-mandated evaluation. For 
purposes of the present investigation, however, this was not considered a problem because the 
remaining states should represent a more enlightened (more positive) view concerning 
educational equity involving minorities and the poor. Those states requiring teacher evaluation 
and hence excluded from the population from which the sample was drawn were Alabama, 
Delaware, Georgia, Hawaii, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, and Virginia. 
The population for this project included all public school districts in the remaining United 
States employing 20 or more teachers. 
The sample consisted of 683 public school districts drawn from a population of 9,437 
such districts. This population was defined in two documents published by the Office of 
Educational Research and Improvement, United States Department of Education: The 
Common Core of Data Public School Universe computer tape (1988) and the Directory of 
Public Elementary and Secondary Education Agencies (1988). 
Districts employing more than 20 teachers were stratified by number of teachers and 
geographic region. All districts with more than 2,000 teachers were included in the sample, 
since they represent large urban centers where educational equity is a critical problem. The 
number of teachers in a district was selected as the unit of analysis because: (1) teachers are the 
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primary determinants of equity in the classroom, and (2) we suspected that employees of 
smaller public school districts are more homogeneous in their attitudes toward inequality and 
more individualistic in their explanations for it. 
Weighting the sample 
A stratified sample with differing sampling rates was required by the design of the 
study. The sample was stratified by size as determined by the number of teachers in the 
district and by geographic region. Five size strata and eight geographic region strata were 
identified, for a total of 40 cells. The districts included in the sample were randomly selected 
from each cell using nonproportional sampling rates. To maintain adequate representation of 
larger districts and districts in sparsely populated regions, different sampling rates were applied 
to individual cells. This necessitated the assignment of an individual expansion weight to each 
of the 40 cells and the application of these weights to each district within the cell. The 
expansion weight for each jth cell was computed as the reciprocal of the response population 
[(Rj/Pj)"' ], where Rj = number of districts responding in the jth cell and = the total number of 
districts in the jth cell (Petrone, 1990; Frerking, 1992). Because return rates were different for 
each stakeholder group (board members, superintendents, principals, teachers, and parents), 
expansions were calculated for each of these five data sets. (See Tables 1- 5 below.) 
Instrumentation 
The survey instrument or questionnaire (Appendix A) duplicated selected items from a 
questionnaire developed with funding from the National Science Foundation and the National 
Institutes of Mental Health, and used by Kluegel and Smith (1986) in their study of inequity 
attitudes among the general population. The instrument was provided by Dr. Kluegel and 
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Table I. Sample expansion weights for board members listed by size and geographic area 
Number of teachers in the district 
Geographic area 20-119 120-249 250-599 600-1999 >2000 
New England 143 46 79 17 0 
Mideast 184 60 25 12 12 
Southeast 98 33 40 17 3 
Great Lakes 74 35 17 7 4 
Great Plains 93 83 33 25 2 
Southwest 547 0 12 10 4 
Rocky Mountains 145 52 0 22 1 
Far West 131 71 22 25 10 
Table 2. Sample expansion weights for superintendents listed by size and geographic area 
Number of teachers in the district 
Geographic area 20-119 120-249 250-599 600-1999 >2000 
New England 86 37 26 0 0 
Mideast 84 44 16 12 4 
Southeast 98 21 20 10 2 
Great Lakes 51 19 14 8 0 
Great Plains 70 42 20 25 2 
Southwest 182 69 9 6 1 
Rocky Mountains 290 26 9 6 3 
Far West 93 43 25 13 10 
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Table 3. Sample expansion weights for principals listed by size and geographic area 
Number of teachers in the district 
Geographic area 20-119 120-249 250-599 600-1999 >2000 
New England 86 46 79 0 0 
Mideast 102 69 22 25 12 
Southeast 98 24 24 7 5 
Great Lakes 66 24 22 11 0 
Great Plains 78 33 33 25 2 
Southwest 274 69 9 10 1 
Rocky Mountains 145 52 0 6 3 
Far West 163 71 58 19 10 
Table 4. Sample expansion weights for teachers listed by size and geographic area 
Number of teachers in the district 
Geographic area 20-119 120-249 250-599 600-1999 >2000 
New England 86 62 79 0 0 
Mideast 230 60 27 25 6 
Southeast 65 19 20 13 3 
Great Lakes 68 25 18 8 0 
Great Plains 78 33 25 13 3 
Southwest 274 69 9 19 1 
Rocky Mountains 0 26 0 7 3 
Far West 109 54 58 15 10 
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Table 5. Sample expansion weights for parents listed by size and geographic area 
Number of teachers in the district 
Geographic area 20-119 120-249 250-599 600-1999 >2000 
New England 143 62 79 17 0 
Mideast 154 60 25 25 12 
Southeast 98 21 30 17 2 
Great Lakes 71 24 20 11 0 
Great Plains 93 33 33 13 1 
Southwest 274 69 9 19 2 
Rocky Mountains 290 52 0 11 2 
Far West 163 54 58 13 0 
excerpts used with his permission. 
Prior to the initial mailing, the questionnaire and accompanying letters of instruction 
were field tested in four phases; 
Phase 1. A panel of graduate students at Iowa State University consisting of working 
administrators and teachers reviewed research procedures and the survey mailing package 
(which included the questionnaire, accompanying instructions, and post card), and completed 
the questionnaire. They made recommendations to improve the clarity of instructions and 
questions. (The questions were not altered significantly because to do so would have 
complicated comparability with the Kluegel and Smith study (1986).) This activity was 
monitored by two professors of education administration. 
Phase 2. The survey mailing package was sent to two school superintendents and 
several principals. These individuals completed the survey instruments in accordance with the 
instructions, and made written suggestions to improve the survey instrument and 
accompanying instructions. Questionnaires and suggestions were returned by mail. Again, 
the instructions were modified, but the questions remained essentially unchanged to facilitate 
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comparability with the study by Smith and Kluegel (1986). 
Phase 3. Questionnaires completed by the Iowa State University student panel, 
superintendents, and principals were scored by the office of Test and Evaluation Services, 
Durham Computing Center, Iowa State University. 
Phase 4. The results of the scored questionnaires and the suggestions from students, 
working administrators, and teachers were used to finalize the questionnaire and 
accompanying instructions and to plan the treatment and presentation of data. 
Treatment of Subjects 
The proposal for this study was reviewed and approved by the Iowa State University 
Committee on the Use of Human Subjects in Research. Committee approval is in Appendix 
B. A cover letter accompanying each questionnaire (Appendix C, Letters 1 through 3) 
acquainted subjects with the purpose of the research, guaranteed the confidentiality of their 
responses, and notified them that return of the survey with any responses constituted modified 
informed consent. 
A post card accompanied each questionnaire (Appendix D). The card was coded 
numerically to match the code on the questionnaire. Its purpose was to obtain the respondent's 
name and address for administrative purposes. This card, when returned, was the only means 
of matching respondents with their questionnaire responses. Cards were maintained apart 
from questionnaires, in the sole custody of a member of the research team, and used in the 
random drawing process as a source document for names and addresses of response incentive 
award winners. Four cash incentive awards were given; two in the amount of $25.00 and two 
in the amount of $50.00. The selection process for awards is described in the "Treatment of 
Data" section below. 
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Data Collection 
A questionnaire packet was mailed to each district superintendent in the sample. No 
names were included in the address. The title "Superintendent" prefaced the district address. 
Each envelope contained a letter of explanation to the superintendent (Appendix E) and five 
smaller questionnaire envelopes, one for each intended respondent. The superintendent's letter 
explained the purpose of the study and requested that the superintendent route the five 
questionnaire envelopes to the following respondents: the superintendent, a board member, a 
principal, a teacher, and a parent. 
The five questionnaire envelopes were addressed one to each of the following: "Board 
Member," "Superintendent," "Principal," "Teacher," and "Parent." Each envelope contained a 
questionnaire, a stamped, self-addressed post card, and a letter of instructions. (The letter to 
superintendents, principals, and teachers is in Appendix C, Letter 2; those to board members 
and parents are at Appendix C, Letters 1 and 3, respectively.) A first class postage stamp was 
affixed to the parent's envelope so the superintendent (or a designee) could simply address the 
envelope to the selected parent and deposit it in a mailbox. A business reply mail permit was 
printed on the back page of each questionnaire to facilitate mailing back the response. 
Because of the sensitive nature of the topic and the questionnaire length (three pages), it 
was considered prudent to provide an extraordinary incentive to encourage prospective 
respondents to participate in the survey. Accordingly, a lottery was devised. Each prospective 
respondent was advised (in the letter of instructions) that the combination of his returned 
questionnaire and post card constituted entry into a random drawing for cash prizes. Each 
questionnaire was assigned a code number consisting of four digits: the first digit identified the 
respondent's group (i.e., board member, superintendent, principal, teacher, or parent); the last 
three digits identified the respondent's district. The questionnaire was accompanied by an 
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identically coded post card. The code was used to preserve the confidentiality of the 
respondents, tally responses, conduct follow-up activities, and facilitate the drawing for cash 
awards. Potential respondents also were offered an abstract of the completed study as a 
response incentive. 
A total of 3,415 questionnaires were mailed to 683 districts. Seven hundred and eighty-
two individuals from 247 districts responded to the first mailing. One hundred and twelve 
individuals responded to the second mailing. However, a number of districts did not respond 
to either mailing. Telephone calls to a sample of those districts revealed a variety of reasons 
for the lack of responses. In some instances, non-responsiveness could be attributed to 
procedures whereby all questionnaires were routinely sent to an evaluation office for 
disposition. Thus, bureaucratic layering, particularly in larger districts, prevented 
questionnaires from reaching intended respondents. Other districts claimed inundation by 
questionnaires and completed only those of immediate interest or value to the district. Still 
others followed a policy of not responding to questionnaires. 
This information suggested that a personal appeal to superintendents was in order. 
Accordingly, a third mailing targeted, by name, superintendents of larger, non-responding 
districts. Seventy-three questionnaires were sent under the cover letter at Appendix F. 
Twenty-six superintendents and ninety-four other stakeholders responded. This brought the 
number of usable questionnaires to 1014, representing 323 districts. The response rate was 
29.7 percent for individuals and 47.3 percent for districts. At this point, data collection was 
terminated. 
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Treatment of the Data 
Returned questionnaires bearing the code as the only identification and post cards 
bearing both the code and the respondent's identity and address were separated by the 
researcher upon their arrival. The post card remained in the sole custody of a member of the 
research team. Questionnaires were given to a code clerk to key responses into the computer. 
The resulting matrix was used as input for the data analysis. 
After the deadline for return of questionnaires had passed, a computerized random 
number generator, using questionnaire code numbers, identified the codes of stakeholders to 
receive response incentive awards. The respondents' coded post cards provided names and 
addresses of winners for preparation and mailing of award checks. 
Data Analysis 
Data were analyzed in four distinct steps (Petrone, 1990; Frerking, 1992): 
Step 1: A desktop version of the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) 
(Nomsis, 1993) generated descriptive statistics. 
Step 2: SPSS output was used to compute sample weights in the Microsoft Excel 5.0 
spreadsheet package (Microsoft Corp., 1993). 
Step 3: The Personal Computer Cluster Analysis Regression Program (PC CARP) 
(1986) statistical package applied computed sample weights to the observations and computed 
means, totals, proportions, and estimated variances of these estimators. 
Step 4: SPSS used output from PC CARP to compute inferential statistics. A 
significance level of .05 was established for each statistical test. Where tests resulted in a 
probability < .05, the null hypothesis was rejected and the alternate hypothesis accepted. 
The PC CARP statistical package was developed by Iowa State University (1986) to 
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manipulate stratified, random samples and supports the International Statistical Programs 
Center, U.S. Bureau of the Census. This package provides accurate variance estimates when 
sampling rates among strata are disproportionate. 
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CHAPTER 4. FINDINGS 
Introduction 
The purposes of this study were to collect and describe the equity attitudes of selected 
public school stakeholders in the United States and compare them to the equity attitudes of the 
general population as surveyed by Kluegel and Smith (1986). A questionnaire, composed 
primarily of the identical questions used by Kluegel and Smith (1986) in their 1980 survey, 
constituted the survey instrument. 
The sample, consisting of 683 school districts, was drawn in 1988 for use in an 
ongoing study of personnel evaluation practices in the United States conducted by the School 
Improvement Model (SIM) at Iowa State University. At the time the sample was drawn, nine 
states had mandatory systems of teacher evaluation. These states were not included in the 
population from which the sample was drawn. The 683 districts that comprised the sample 
represented all 9,437 public school districts in the 41 remaining states. Initial contact with 
districts was made through a mailing of survey instruments and instructions to 
superintendents. Seven hundred and eighty-two individuals, representing 247 districts, 
responded. A second mailing was made to nonresponsive districts, eliciting an additional 112 
survey instruments, bringing the total to 894 respondents representing 275 districts. At this 
point it was determined that many large districts had not responded and that extraordinary 
measures would be required to insure they were represented in the sample. Accordingly, a 
personal letter addressed to the superintendent by name and signed by the researcher and the 
Director, SIM, was mailed to 73 superintendents. This elicited an additional 120 responses, 
bringing the total number of respondents to 1014, representing 323 districts. 
Regarding demographics, the average age of the sample was 47 years. It was 
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composed of 53.5% male and 46.5% female with a mean income between $50,000 and 
$60,000. Ninety-five percent had some college education, 86% were college graduates, and 
65% had advanced degrees. The respondents were 92% white, 5% black, and 2% Hispanic. 
The remaining 1% consisted of Asians and Others. Superintendents made up 25% of the 
respondents. Principals and teachers contributed 19% each to the total responses. The 
remaining 36% was divided evenly between board members and parents. 
These demographics were not subjected to statistical manipulation for four reasons. 
First, responses indicated large majorities on the key variables were consistent with three 
decades of American public opinion. Second, these opinions have remained stable across all 
relevant demographic variables for that same period. Third, minority groups, the most likely 
source of disagreement with the opportunity perceptions and anti-equity sentiments identified 
in this study, were underrepresented in the sample. (This was a design limitation.) Fourth, 
research by Kluegel and Smith (1986) already has shown that optimistic opportunity 
perceptions and anti-equity sentiments are most pronounced among middle-status, well-
educated citizens like those who constitute the overwhelming majority of the stakeholders' 
sample. 
Questionnaire Return Rate 
To ensure the sample was representative of school districts throughout the United 
States, the population was stratified by region and by size. The population of school districts 
was divided into five strata of size and eight regions, resulting in 40 cells. Sampling rates were 
established for each cell and individual disu-icts were randomly selected within each cell to 
identify the sample. Within each cell, responses were received from five groups: school board 
members, superintendents, school principals, teachers, and parents. 
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Return rates are shown in Table 6 and are disaggregated by size, region, cell (size by 
region), and response group. Of the 40 cells in Table 6, 11 had return rates between 1-20%, 14 
between 21-30%, and 15 between 30-69%. 
Forty-seven percent (323) of the 638 districts and 29.7% of the targeted respondents 
returned questionnaires. However, not all stakeholder groups in a given district responded. 
Therefore, response rates in Table 6 are different for each of the stakeholder groups. Seventy-
five districts returned all five surveys; 71 districts returned four of the five surveys mailed to 
them. Response rates for the respective stakeholder groups were as follows; board members, 
26%; superintendents, 38%; school principals, 29%; teachers, 29% and parents, 27%. The 
Great Lakes and the Great Plains regions had the highest return rates—39 and 41%, 
respectively. Regions with the lowest return rates were New England (19%), Far West (22%), 
and Mideast (23%). 
Findings 
The reader is reminded that expansion weights (Tables 1-5, Chapter 3) were used to 
calculate percentages, means, and standard errors for responses so these measures would be 
representative of school districts throughout the nation. Accordingly, these descriptive 
statistics are reported in their weighted configuration. However, in the interests of full 
disclosure, actual, rather than weighted, fi-equencies are reported in the tables that follow. 
Findings are organized to address the two hypotheses guiding this study: (1) there are no 
statistically significant differences among public school stakeholder groups regarding their 
attitudes toward social inequality, and (2) there are no statistically significant differences 
between the U.S. population sampled by Kluegel and Smith (1986) and public school 
stakeholders regarding their attitudes toward social inequality. 
Table 6. Frequencies and percentages of respondents by region, size of district, and respondent category 
Number of teachers in the district 
20-119 120-249 250-599 600-1999 ^2000 Total 
Returns bv region f % f % f % f % f % f % 
New England 
Total districts 428 60 185 26 79 11 17 2 2 0 711 100 
Districts in sample 16 4 13 7 12 15 9 53 2 100 52 7 
Districts returning 
questionnaire 5 31 5 38 3 25 2 22 0 0 15 29 
Relumed by school 
board member 3 19 4 31 1 8 1 11 0 0 9 17 
Returned by 
superintendent 5 31 5 38 3 25 0 0 0 0 13 25 
Relumed by principal 5 31 4 31 1 8 0 0 0 0 10 19 
Relumed by teacher 5 31 3 23 I 8 0 0 0 0 9 17 
Returned by pareiU 3 19 3 23 1 8 1 11 0 0 8 15 
Questionnaires returned 21 26 19 29 7 12 2 4 0 0 49 19 
Mideast 
Total districts 921 54 482 28 245 14 49 3 12 1 1709 100 
Districts in sample 32 3 41 9 38 16 14 29 10 83 135 8 
Districts returning 
questionnaire 9 28 12 29 20 53 7 50 4 40 52 39 
Returned by school 
board member 5 16 8 20 10 26 3 21 1 10 27 20 
Returned by 
superintendent 9 28 10 24 16 42 6 43 3 30 44 33 
Returned by principal 8 25 7 17 11 29 3 21 1 10 30 22 
Returned by teachcr 4 13 8 20 9 24 3 21 2 20 26 19 
Returned by parent 4 13 7 17 II 29 4 29 1 10 27 20 
Questionnaires returned 30 19 40 20 57 30 19 27 8 16 154 23 
Tabic 6. (Continued) 
Returns bv region 
Southeast 
Total districts 
Districts in sample 
Districts reluming 
questionnaire 
Returned by school 
board member 
Returned by 
superintendent 
Returned by principal 
Returned by teacher 
Returned by parent 
Questionnaires relumed 
Great Lakes 
Total districts 
Districts in sample 
Districts returning 
questionnaire 
Returned by school 
board member 
Returned by 
superintendent 
Returned by principal 
Returned by teacher 
Rclurncd by parent 
Questionnaires returned 
Number of teachers in the district 
20-119 120-249 250-599 600-1999 >2000 Total 
f % f 7o f % f % f % f 
% 36 167 30 119 22 51 9 18 3 551 100 
13 7 19 11 20 17 17 33 17 94 86 16 
3 23 12 63 11 55 7 41 10 59 43 50 
I 8 6 32 3 15 4 24 7 41 21 24 
2 15 8 42 9 45 5 29 7 41 31 36 
2 15 7 37 5 25 7 41 4 24 25 29 
2 15 10 53 7 35 4 24 6 35 29 34 
1 8 9 47 5 25 3 18 7 41 25 29 
8 12 40 42 29 29 23 27 31 36 131 30 
1777 69 
67 4 
40 60 
24 36 
36 54 
27 40 
26 39 
26 39 
139 41 
519 20 
49 9 
26 53 
15 31 
26 53 
22 45 
21 43 
22 45 
106 43 
216 8 
35 16 
20 57 
13 37 
14 40 
10 29 
12 34 
10 29 
56 34 
57 2 
17 30 
10 59 
8 47 
7 41 
5 29 
7 41 
5 29 
32 38 
7 0 
7 100 
2 29 
2 29 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
2 6 
2576 100 
175 7 
98 56 
62 35 
83 47 
64 37 
66 38 
63 36 
338 39 
Tabic 6. (Continued) 
20-119 
Returns bv region f % 
Great Plains 
Total districts 1397 83 
Districts in sample 41 3 
Districts returning 
questionnaire 22 54 
Returned by school 
board member 15 37 
Returned by 
superintendent 21 51 
Returned by principal 18 44 
Returned by teacher 18 44 
Returned by parent 15 37 
Questionnaires returned 87 42 
Southwest 
Total districts 547 81 
Districts in sample 13 2 
Districts returning 
questionnaire 4 31 
Returned by school 
board member 1 8 
Returned by 
superintendent 3 23 
Returned by principal 2 15 
Returned by teacher 2 15 
Returned by parent 2 15 
Questionnaires returned 10 15 
Number of teachers in the district 
120-249 250-599 600-1999 >2000 Total 
f % f % f % f % f % 
166 10 99 6 25 1 5 0 1692 100 
12 7 9 9 5 20 5 100 72 4 
7 58 4 44 3 60 5 100 41 57 
2 17 3 33 I 20 3 60 24 33 
4 33 4 44 1 20 3 60 33 46 
5 42 3 33 1 20 3 60 30 42 
5 42 4 44 2 40 2 40 31 43 
5 42 3 33 2 40 4 80 29 40 
21 35 17 38 7 28 15 60 147 41 
69 10 36 5 19 3 4 1 675 100 
5 7 7 19 8 42 4 100 37 5 
0 0 6 86 4 50 4 100 18 49 
0 0 3 13 2 25 1 25 7 19 
0 0 5 71 3 38 4 100 15 41 
0 0 5 71 2 25 3 75 12 32 
0 0 4 57 2 25 3 75 11 30 
0 0 4 57 2 25 2 50 10 27 
0 0 21 60 11 28 13 65 55 30 
Tabic 6. (Continued) 
20-119 
Returns bv repion f % 
Rocky Mountains 
Total districts 290 73 
Districts in sample 11 4 
Districts returning 
questionnaire 3 27 
Returned by school 
board member 3 27 
Returned by 
superintendent 2 18 
Relumed by principal 2 18 
Relumed by teacher 0 0 
Relumed by parent 2 18 
Questionnaires returned 9 16 
Far West 
Total districts 053 58 
Districts in sample 28 4 
Districts reluming 
questionnnire 12 43 
Relumed by school 
board member 7 25 
Relumed by 
superintendent 8 29 
Relumed by principal 5 18 
Relumed by teacher 7 25 
Returned by parent 5 18 
Questionnaires relumed 32 23 
Number of teachers in the district 
120-249 250-599 600-1999 
f % f % f % 
52 13 28 7 22 6 
5 10 4 14 6 27 
2 40 3 75 4 67 
1 20 0 0 1 17 
2 40 3 75 4 67 
1 20 0 0 4 67 
2 40 0 0 3 50 
1 20 0 0 2 33 
7 28 3 15 14 47 
214 19 174 15 75 7 
17 8 23 13 18 24 
4 24 12 52 10 56 
2 12 7 30 3 17 
4 24 6 26 7 39 
2 12 2 9 5 28 
3 18 2 9 6 33 
3 18 3 13 6 33 
14 16 20 17 27 30 
>2000 Total 
f % f % 
5 1 397 100 
4 80 30 8 
3 75 15 50 
3 75 8 27 
1 25 12 40 
2 50 9 30 
2 50 7 23 
2 50 7 23 
10 50 43 29 
10 1 1126 100 
10 100 96 9 
3 30 41 43 
I 10 20 21 
1 10 26 27 
1 10 15 16 
1 10 19 20 
0 0 17 18 
4 8 97 22 
Tabic 6. (Continued) 
Number of teachers in the district 
20-119 120-249 250-599 600-1999 >2000 Total 
urns bv repion f % f % f % f % f % f % 
ui 
Total districts 6209 66 1854 20 996 11 315 3 63 1 9437 100 
Districts in sample 221 32 161 24 148 22 94 14 59 9 683 100 
Districts returning 
questionnaire 98 44 68 42 79 53 47 50 31 53 323 47 
Returned by school 
board member 59 27 38 24 40 27 23 24 18 31 178 26 
Returned by 
superintendent 86 39 59 37 60 41 33 35 19 32 257 38 
Returned by principal 69 31 48 30 37 25 27 29 14 24 195 29 
Returned by teacher 64 29 52 32 39 26 27 29 16 27 198 29 
Returned by parent 58 26 50 31 37 25 25 27 16 27 186 27 
Questionnaires returned 336 30 247 31 213 29 135 29 83 28 1014 30 
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Stakeholder responses are grouped into four opinion areas: perceptions of opportunity 
in America, explanations for wealth and poverty, affirmative action, and income distribution. 
In each of these areas, data are presented in four steps for each variable. Response frequencies 
and percentages are provided first. They are followed by F ratios, derived from analyses of 
variance, which identify statistically significant differences among stakeholder groups. Third, 
Scheffe multiple range test results indicate specifically which stakeholder groups are 
statistically significantly different from which others. Finally, z-scores identify statistically 
significant differences between stakeholders and the national mass public sample surveyed by 
Kluegel and Smith (1986), herein after referred to as the general public (sample). In some 
instances, z-scores could not be calculated because Kluegel and Smith (1986) did not report the 
necessary data for their sample, which was surveyed in 1980. 
Stakeholders' perceptions of opportunity in America 
Public school stakeholders' responses to questions on availability of opportunity in 
America are presented in Table 7. Respondents indicated there was abundant opportunity for 
all people, including blacks and other minorities. Sixty percent or more of stakeholders: 
• Agreed that America is the land of opportunity where anyone who works hard can 
get ahead (66%) and that a person who works hard has a "good chance" or better 
of getting ahead (60%). 
• Perceived that their chances of getting ahead were "better than average" or "much 
better than average" (65%) and that they had a fair opportunity to make the most of 
themselves (78%), as did other Americans (64%). 
• Held the opinion that during the last two decades opportunity for minorities had 
improved (83%). 
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Table 7. Availability of opportunity: Comparison of stakeholders to population by 
percentages and number of respondents 
America is the land of opportunity where everyone who works hard can get ahead. 
Stakeholders (1995) Kluegel & Smith (1980) 
% f % ' f 
Strongly Agree 9 177 14 90 
Agree 57 600 56 368 
Disagree 30 211 27 175 
Strongly Disagree 4 18 4 25 
Totals 100 1006 101^ 658 
How good a chance do you think a person has to get ahead today, if the person works hard? 
Stakeholders (1995) Kluegel & Smith (1980) 
% f % f 
Very good chance 7 156 25 371 
Good chance 53 574 38 574 
Some chance 39 269 26 387 
Little chance 1 7 9 130 
No chance 0 1 2 33 
Totals 100 1007 100 1495 
Do you think most Americans generally have a fair opportunity to make the most of 
themselves in life, or does something hold them back? 
Stakeholders (1995) Kluegel & Smith (1980) 
% f % f 
Fair opportunity 64 787 70 1030 
Held back Ml JtQ. 453 
Totals 100 1000 100 1483 
Did you have a fair opportunity to make the most of yourself in life, or has anything held you 
back? 
Stakeholders (1995) Kluegel & Smith (1980) 
% f % f 
Fair opportunity 78 886 72 1079 
Held Back 20 104 28 425 
Didn't try 2 6 b b 
Totals 100 996 Too 1504 
"Percentages may not total 100 due to rounding. ''Not asked. 
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Table?. (Continued) 
During the last 10 to 20 years, the chances for blacks and other minorities to get ahead have 
(improved to what extent) 
Stakeholders (1995) Kluegel & Smith (1980) 
% f % f 
Improved greatly 22 382 52 958 
Improved somewhat 61 515 40 725 
Stayed about the same 13 83 6 104 
Become worse 3 17 2 30 
Become much worse 0 2 0 8 
Totals 99 999 100 1825 
Every young person in America today has an equal opportunity to get a college education. 
Stakeholders (1995) Kluegel I & Smith (1980) 
% f % f 
Strongly agree 2 61 7 105 
Agree 21 265 38 568 
Disagree 59 578 46 687 
Strongly disagree 17 106 
_1 134 
Totals 99 1010 100 1494 
Is the living standard of most Americans primarily due to their own ability, education or 
effort; is it due primarily to other factors, or is it due to both equally? 
Stakeholders (1995) Kluegel & Smith (1980) 
% f % f 
Own ability & effort 19 398 39 
Other factors 6 58 10 
Ability & other 
factors equally 73 543 51 
Neither I. 3 0 
Totals 100 1002 100 N= not given 
Table?. (Continued) 
42 
Is your current standard of living due primarily to your own ability or effort; is it due 
primarily to other factors, or is it due to both equally? 
Stakeholders (1995) Kluegel & Smith (1980) 
% f % 
Own ability & effort 34 588 47 
Other factors 3 28 10 
Ability & other 
factors equally 62 388 43 
Neither 1 3 b 
Totals 100 1007 loo 
Chances of getting ahead for: You, yourself. 
Stakeholders (1995) Kluegel & Smith (1980) 
% f % f 
Much better than 
average 10 217 5 76 
Better than average 55 572 33 478 
Average 32 207 54 789 
Worse than average 3 10 7 106 
Much worse than 
average 1 2 2 24 
Totals 101 1008 101 1473 
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With one exception, perceived chances of getting ahead for the respondent, these 
findings were consistent with, but 3 to 10 percentage points less optimistic than, those of the 
general public sample. 
Larger opinion differences were observed on the remaining opportunity variables: 
opportunity for the young to get a college education, respondents' perceptions of their own 
chances of getting ahead, and the degree to which individual effort and ability contributed to the 
respondents current standard of living and those of other Americans. Stakeholders (76%) 
were more pessimistic than the general public (55%) in disagreeing with the statement that 
eveiy young person in America today has an equal opportunity to get a college education, but 
more optimistic in estimating their chances of getting ahead. Sixty-five percent of stakeholders 
saw their chances of getting ahead as "better" to "much better than average"; only 38% of the 
general public sample expressed this view. Finally, members of the general public sample 
expressed stronger beliefs in an individual's ability to control his destiny by citing individual 
effort and ability as the reason for their own standard of living (47%) as well as that of other 
Americans (39%). Stakeholders' opinions held at 34 and 19%, respectively, on these issues. 
In most instances, differences between the two samples are statistically significant and will be 
discussed in conjunction with the following table. 
Table 8 displays the results of two sets of comparisons. The first display shows the 
products of a series of analyses of variance among the major stakeholder groups on each 
variable. The F ratios confirmed statisticcilly significant opinion differences among 
stakeholder groups for two variables: perceptions of improved chances for minorities to get 
ahead (p <.05) and respondents' beliefs about their own chances of getting ahead (p<.OOI). 
Scheffe multiple range tests identified which stakeholder groups were statistically 
significantly different from which others. The table shows that parents' responses (indicated by 
Table 8. Availabilily of opportunity: Analyses of variance among stakeholder groups and comparison of stakeholders to 
population (z-scores) 
Slakeholder Groups n995) 
Comparison of Samples 
Board Supcrin-
Mcmhcrs Icndcnts Principals Tcachers Parents F_ 
All 
Stakeholders 
(1995) 
Klucgcl & 
Smith 
(1980) /.-score 
America is ihe land of opportunity where 
everyone who works hard can gel ahead 
ii 
Mean 
S.E. 
N 
2.02 
0.06 
175 
1.92 
0.07 
257 
2,10 
0.08 
194 
2.10 
0.06 
195 
2.19 
0.12 
185 
1.75 2.06 
0.03 
1006 
2.21 
0.03 
658 
3.54*"' 
How good a chance do you think a person 
has to get ahead today, if the person works hard 
Mean'' 2.04 2.05 2.13 2.19 2.24 
S.H. (UO 0.06 0.07 0.06 0.09 
N 178 257 192 196 183 
1.32 2.13 
0.04 
1006 
2.25 
0.03 
1495 
5.67** 
1 = Strongly agree; 2 = Agree; 3 = Disagree; 4 = Strongly disagree. 1 = Very good chance; 2 = Good chance; 3 = Some chance; 4 = Little chance; 
c (J 
5 = No chance. 1 = Fair opportunity; 2 = Held back. I = Improved greatly; 2 = Improved somewhat; 3 = Stayed about the same; 4 = Become 
c 
worse; 5 = Become much wor.se. Scheffc tests recorded statistically significant differences among stakeholder groups, but was not sufficiently 
sensitive to identify which groups were different from their peers. 1 = Own ability & effort; 2 = Other factors; 3 = Ability & other factors equally; 4 
g h 
= Neither. Information not provided in Kluegel and Smith (1986). 1 = Much better than average; 2 = Better than average; 3 = Average; 4 = 
Worse than average; 5 = Much worse than average, 'p = Principuls, R = Parents, S = Supcrinlendcnts. 
•p< .001; •»p< .05. 
Tables. (Continued) 
Board Superin-
Membcrs Icndcnts Principals 
Stakeholder Groups (1995^ 
Comparison of Samples 
Teachers Parents 
MI 
Stakeholders 
n995) 
Kluegei & 
Smith 
(1980) s-scorff 
Do you think most Americans generally have 
a fair opportunity to make the most of them­
selves in life, or docs something hold them back 
c 
Mean 
S.Ii. 
N 
1.21 
().(B 
175 
1.20 
0.04 
2.'53 
1.21 
0.03 
194 
1.26 
0.t)3 
195 
1.21 
0.04 
183 
0.46 1.22 
0.02 
1000 
1.31 
0.J2 
1483 
0.74 
Did you have a fair opportunity to make the most of 
yourself in life, or has anything held you back 
Mcan*^ 1.05 1.20 1.05 1.22 1.26 
S.E. 0.05 0.12 0.03 0.10 0.12 
N 175 255 191 192 183 
0.97 1.15 
0.04 
996 
1.28 
0.01 
1504 
3.I5»» 
During the last 10 to 20 years, the chances 
for blacks and other minorities to get ahead 
have ^improve to what extent) 
Mean 1.76 1.81 1.71 1.78 1.54 2.53** 1.72 1.58 3.88*» 
S.E. 0.07 0.05 0.07 0.04 O.IO 0.03 0.02 
N 177 255 190 194 183 999 1825 
c Statistically different from 
Every young person in Amcrica today 
has an equal opportunity to get a 
college education 
Mean" 2.71 2.73 2.79 2.71 2.64 0.42 2.72 2.57 3.35»^ 
S.E. 0.10 0.05 0.07 0.09 0.10 0.04 0.02 
N 178 256 195 195 186 1010 1494 
Tabic 8. (Continued) 
Stakeholder Groups (1995^ 
Comparison of Samples 
Board Superin-
Mcmbers tcndcnts Principals Tcachcrs Parents 
_ All 
Stakeholders 
F (1995^ 
Kluegel & 
Smith 
ri980) z-score 
Is the living standard of most Americans 
primarily due to their own ability, 
education or effort; is it due primarily to 
other factors; or is it due to both equally 
Mean 
S.E. 
N 
2.18 2.10 2.23 2.15 1.99 1.47 2.13 K 
o.n 0.05 0.08 0.07 0.06 0.03 B 
176 254 193 194 185 1002 B 
Is your current standard of living due 
primarily to your own ability or effort; 
is it due primarily to other factors; or 
is it due to both equally 
Mean 1.91 1.66 1.64 1.82 1.84 1.85 1.78 b 
s.a 0.09 0.07 0.11 0.05 0.11 0.03 e 
N 177 257 192 196 185 1007 
g 
Compared to the average person in America, 
what do you think of your chances of 
getting ahead 
Mean' 2.13 1.83 
S.E. 0.08 0.05 
N 178 256 
Statistically different from R 
1.85 2.07 2.41 9.31* 2.06 2.68 
0.04 0.09 0.12 0.07 0.02 
193 196 185 1008 1473 
R SP 
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the letter "R") were significantly different from those of superintendents ("S") and principals 
("P"). 
The second set of results is reflected in z-scores, which show statistically significant 
differences between stakeholders and the general public at the p < .05 level on six of seven 
variables. Asterisks in the z-score column indicates that stakeholders' responses were 
statistically significantly different from those of the general public sample. Kluegel and Smith 
(1986) did not report sufficient data to compare the remaining two variables. 
With regard to perceptions of oppormnity availability in America, the data in Table 8 
support, with two exceptions, the null hypothesis of no statisdcally significant difference 
among stakeholder groups, but does not support the null hypothesis of no statistically 
significant difference between stakeholders and the general public sample. 
Respondents were asked for their views on opportunities for people who are rich, 
working class, poor, college-educated, high school graduates, and members of minority 
groups. The results are presented in Table 9. By the pattern of their responses, stakeholders 
divided these groups into two distinct opportunity strata. Sixty-five percent or more of 
stakeholders defined the upper straoam by expressing the opinion that the rich, college-
educated, and stakeholders themselves had "better than average" or "much better than average" 
chances of getting ahead. The poor, minorities, high school graduates, and the working class 
were consigned to the lower oppormnity stramm where less than 15% of stakeholders gave 
them better than average chances of getting ahead. 
Responses of the general public sample differed from those of stakeholders in two 
respects. First, questions related to high school and college-educated persons were not asked 
of the general public sample. Second, while both stakeholders and the general public defined 
two opportunity strata by their responses, only the rich were included in the general public's 
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Table 9. Equality of opportunity: Comparison of stakeholders to general population by 
percentages and number of respondents 
Compared to the average person in America, what do you think the chances of getting ahead 
are for each of the following? 
Population Group 
People who grew up in 
Stakeholders (1995) 
(%)' 
Better Worse 
or Much or Much 
Better Worse 
Than Than 
Population Group Average Averase Averase N = 
People in rich families 90 11 0 (1006) 
College-educated people 90 11 0 (1010) 
You, yourself 65 32 4 (1008) 
Working class families 14 72 15 (1007) 
Blacks and other minorities 11 41 48 (997) 
High school graduates 4 51 44 (1006) 
People in poor families 3 21 76 (999) 
Kluegel and Smith (1980) 
(%) 
Better 
or Much 
Better 
Than 
Average Average 
Worse 
or Much 
Worse 
Than 
Average N = 
rich families 83 14 3 (1486) 
You, yourself 38 54 9 (1473) 
Blacks'' 28 45 28 (1466) 
People who grew up in 
working class families 23 69 8 (1480) 
People who grew up in 
poor families 19 47 34 (1476) 
High school graduates 
College-educated people'^ 
^Percentages may not total 100 due to rounding. '^Vording did not include "other 
minorities." *T^ot asked. 
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upper strata; 83% gave the rich "better than average" or "much better than average" chances of 
getting ahead. The general public's lower strata consisted of the respondents themselves (38% 
said they had "better than average" or "much better than average" chances to get ahead), blacks 
(28%), the working class (23%), and the poor (19%). 
Table 10 displays F ratios for stakeholder groups and z-scores comparing the 
stakeholder and general public samples. ANOVA results indicate statistically significant 
differences among stakeholder groups on two of seven variables. In the first instance, parents 
differed significantly (p<.001) from superintendents and principals regarding perceived 
opportunity for themselves and were the least optimistic group of stakeholders. In the second 
instance, parents were the most optimistic group concerning perceived opportunities for blacks 
and other minorities and, again, differed significantly from superintendents (p<.05). Z-scores 
were calculated for five of seven variables and indicate statistically significant differences of 
opinion (p<.05) on four: opportunities for the rich, the respondents, blacks and minorities, and 
the poor. Once again, test results support the null hypothesis of no statistically significant 
difference among stakeholders and do not support the null hypothesis of no statistically 
significant difference between stakeholders and the general public samples. 
Overall, with regard to stakeholders' perceptions of opportunity in America, the 
findings support the null hypotheses of no statistically significant differences among groups of 
stakeholders, and do not support the null hypothesis of no statistically significant differences 
between stakeholders and the general public sample surveyed by Kluegel and Smith (1986). 
Stakeholders' explanations for wealth and povertv in America 
Since stakeholders perceive opportunity as available, what are the determinants of 
success (wealth) and failure (poverty) in the American capitalist system? Respondents were 
Table 10. Equality of opportunity: Analyses of variance among stakeholder groups and comparison of stakeholders to population 
(z-scores) 
Comparison of Samples 
Stakeholder Groups (1995) All Kluegel & 
Slake- and 
Perceived opportunity Board Superin- Prin- holders Smith 
for: Members tendents cipals Teachers Parents E (1995) (1980) z-score 
People in rich families 
Meaj^" 1.55 1.49 1.57 1.47 1.52 0.39 1.52 1.85 11.66** 
S.K. 0.08 0.05 0.06 0.08 0.06 0.02 0.02 
N 176 255 194 195 186 1006 I486 
College-educated people 
Meiin 1.88 1.70 1.68 1.77 1.86 2.13 1.78 b 
S.K. 0.06 0.06 0.04 0.06 0.08 0.03 
N 177 257 194 196 186 1010 
You, yourself 
Mean 2.13 1.83 1.85 2.07 2.41 9.31* 2.06 2.68 8.52** 
S.H. 0.08 0.05 0.04 0.09 0.12 0.07 0.02 
N 178 256 193 196 185 1008 1473 
Statistically different from'^ R R SP 
Range i)(' responses I'or ull qucslions; 1 = Much beucr than average; 2 = Better than average; 3 = Average; 4 = Worse ihtm average; 5 = Much 
worse liian average. Nol asked. = Principals, R = Parents, S = Supcriniendcnls. 
*p<.l)()l;**p<.()3. 
Tabic 10. (Continued) 
Comparison of Samples 
Stakeholder Groups (1995^ All Kluegel & 
Perceived opportunity 
Ibr; 
Board 
Members 
Superin­
tendents 
Prin­
cipals Teachers Parents F 
Stake­
holders 
fl995> 
and 
Smith 
(1980^ z-score 
Working class families 
Meiin 
S.E. 
N 
2.84 
0.06 
177 
2.87 
0.03 
256 
2.93 
0.06 
193 
2.90 
0.06 
196 
2.89 
0.06 
185 
0.38 2.89 
0.04 
1007 
2.82 
0.02 
1480 
1.57 
Blacks and other minorities 
Mean 
S.B. 
N 
Statistically different from 
3.18 
0.11 
176 
3.38 
0.05 
255 
R 
3.16 
0.08 
192 
3.30 
0.05 
189 
3.02 
0.13 
185 
S 
2.80** 3.21 
0.06 
997 
2.97 
0.02 
1466 
3.79** 
High school graduates 
Mean 
S.E. 
N 
2.84 
0.06 
177 
2.88 
0.04 
254 
3.02 
0.08 
195 
2.90 
0.06 
195 
2.90 
0.06 
185 
1.23 2.91 
0.04 
1006 
b -
People in poor families 
Mean 
S.H. 
N 
3.68 
0.11 
174 
3.85 
0.08 
256 
3.75 
0.08 
193 
3.95 
0.06 
192 
3.74 
0.10 
184 
1.45 3.79 
0.05 
999 
3.18 
0.02 
1476 
11.33** 
asked to categorize eight determinants of wealth as "very" or "somewhat important" or "not" 
or "not too important." These perceptions are significant because they, in turn, identify the 
locus of responsibility for poverty and wealth, and, hence, what (affirmative) action, if any, is 
appropriate. If success and failure have their roots in the socioeconomic structure, then 
structural remedies may be called for. If, however, the causes of success and failure spring 
from individual characteristics, it is the individual, not society, who is responsible for remedial 
action. 
Perceptions concerning the reasons for wealth are presented in Table 11, and generally 
ranked from most important to least important based on the highest combined percentage of 
stakeholders who rated the reason for wealth "very important" or "somewhat important." (In 
case of ties, the item that received the least "not important" or "not too important" responses 
was ranked highest.) Two observations are notewonhy. First, of the four top-ranked reasons 
for wealth identified by both samples (personal drive and risk-taking, hard work and initiative, 
great talent and ability, and money inherited from family) only the latter was structural in 
origin. Second, in contrast to the general public sample, stakeholders did not view dishonesty 
or a predatory American economic system as credible explanations for wealth. 
In their 1980 study, Kluegel and Smith (1986) conducted factor analyses of responses 
to determine if the several reasons given for wealth could be reduced to a smaller number of 
underiying causes. Stakeholder responses (1995) were subjected to the same analysis. The 
results for both samples were similar (Table 11). The 1980 factor loadings identified two 
groupings of reasons, termed by researchers as individual (three variables) and structural (four 
variables). The three individual reasons were personal drive and willingness to take risks, hard 
work and initiative, and talent and ability. The four structural reasons were inherited wealth, 
political influence, dishonesty, and a belief that the American economic system allows the rich 
Tabic 11. Reasons for wealth: Comparison of stakeholder and population responses by percentages and factor analysis 
Reason 
Stakeholders 
(1995) 
(%), (N=scc below) 
Very Not too 
Impoftant Important 
or Some- or Nol 
what Important 
ImportaiH 
Kluegel and Smith 
(1980) 
(%), (N=1507) 
Very Nol loo 
Important important 
or Some- or Nol 
what Important 
Important 
Stakeholders 
Factor Loadings 
1995 Data 
Indi- Struc-
vidual lural 
Kluegel and Smith 
Factor Loadings 
1980 Data 
Indi- Struc-
vidual tural 
Personal drive and 
willingness to take risks 
Hard work and initiative 
Money inherited from family 
Great talent and nbilily 
Political influence or "pull" 
Good luck-righl place and time 
The American economic system allows 
the rich to lake advantage of the poor 
Dishonesty 
92 
(N=I003) 
87 
(N=1005) 
76 
(N=lOOl) 
75 
(N=1000) 
fil 
(N=1000) 
44 
(N=988) 
26 
(N=956) 
13 
(N=925) 
7 
13 
25 
25 
38 
55 
74 
87 
95 
92 
93 
88 
59 
W 
67 
5 
9 
7 
11 
12 
31 
33 
33 
022 
sm 
0.47 
0.51 
0.49 
0.24 
0.36 
•0.64 
-0.67 
0.57 
•<).63 
0.57 
0.22 
0.62 
0.51 
0.64 
QiS 
0.01 
022 
-0.02 
0.19 
-0.02 
-0.07 
•0.03 
-0.12 
0.44 
0.08 
0.46 
0.30 
0.53 
0.53 
Note: The wording of the responses in the 1980 study were tnincnted for the 1995 study. The wording of the responses in ihc 1980 study arc in Appendix I. 
Percentages may nol total 100 due to rounding. Underlined factor loadings indicate an exclusive, positive correlation with the factor named in Ihc column heading. 
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to prey on the poor. The 1995 analysis of stakeholders' responses identified the same three 
individual reasons, but only one response which was clearly structural—a predatory economic 
system. These factor reductions are significant because they aid in the theoretical interpretation 
of stakeholders '  responses which will  be discussed in Chapter 5. 
Reasons for wealth given by stakeholder groups were subjected to ANOVA, and 
stakeholders were compared to the general public sample by computing z-scores for each 
variable. Table 12 displays the results of these analyses. The following points are imponant: 
• There were statistically significant differences among stakeholder groups on three 
of eight variables. Teachers differed from all other groups (p<.001) in the strong 
perception of political influence as a cause of wealth. All groups, except parents, 
firmly rejected dishonesty as a reason for wealth. Parents expressed a significant 
difference of opinion (p<.(X)l) on this issue. The statement characterizing the 
economic system as one which allows the rich to prey on the poor generated the 
greatest disagreement. With the exception of principals, all stakeholder groups 
expressed a statistically significant level of disagreement with one or more peer 
groups (p<.001). 
• Stakeholders were statistically significantly different from the general public on 
seven of eight variables at the p < .05 level. 
Stakeholders were asked to respond to 12 reasons for poverty. The results are arrayed 
in Table 13 along with factor analyses of responses. Results from the Kluegel and Smith 
(1986) sample are also presented. Generally, both samples ranked individual reasons above 
those attributable to the socioeconomic structure. The following points are of interest: 
• Stakeholders and the general public agreed on five of their top six reasons for 
poverty: some jobs and industries paid low wages, but the poor lack thrift, effort. 
Table 12. Reasons for wealth: Analyses of variance among stakeholder groups and comparison of stakeholders to 
population (z-score) 
Stakeholder Groups 0995) 
Comparison of Samples 
Reasons for wealth: 
Board Supcrin- Prin-
Membcrs tcndenis cipals Teachers Parents 
All 
Stake­
holders 
n99S) 
Kluegcl 
and 
Smith 
(1980) z-score 
Personal drive and willingness 
to take risks 
Mean" 1.33 1.31 1.23 1.40 1.41 1.26 1.34 1.41 1,70*» 
S.E. 0.05 0.04 0.06 0.08 0,09 0.04 0.01 
N 176 254 194 195 184 1003 1507 
Hard work and initiative 
Mean 1.39 1.41 1.50 1.53 1.56 0.86 1.48 1.49 0.22 
S.E. 0.05 0.07 0.07 0.06 0.13 0.04 0.02 
N 177 254 194 196 184 1005 1507 
Great (alent and ability 
Mean 1.78 1.74 1.79 1.93 1.82 0.90 1.81 1.65 2.I2** 
S.E. 0.07 0.05 0.05 0.06 0.14 0.07 0.02 
N 175 252 193 196 184 1000 1507 
Money inherited from family 
Mean) 1.81 1.76 1.90 1.66 1.81 1.54 1.79 1.43 9.9S** 
S.E. 0.08 0.06 0.06 0.0(i 0.09 0.03 0.02 
N 175 255 191 196 184 U)0l 1507 
a b 
Range or responses for all questions; 1 = Strongly agree; 2 = Agree; 3 = Disagree; 4 = Strongly disagree. B = Board Members, P = Principals, R 
Parent.s, S = Superintendents, T = Teachcrs. 
*p < .001; **p < .05. 
Tabic 12. (Coniinucd) 
Stakeholder Groups (1995) 
Comparison of Samples 
Reasons for wealth: 
Board Superin- Prin-
Membcrs tendents cipals Teachers Parents 
All 
Stake­
holders 
(\995) 
Kluegel 
and 
Smith 
(mo) z-scorc 
Political influence or "pull" 
Mean 2.21 2.16 
S.E. 0.05 0.05 
N 176 255 
Statistically different from T T 
Good luck-right place and time 
Mean 2.31 2.53 
S.li. 0.06 0.07 
N 170 250 
The American economic system allows 
the rich to take advantage of the poor 
Mean 3.05 2.86 
S.E. 0.06 0.03 
N 168 243 
Statistically different from TR T 
Dishonesty 
Mean 3.31 3.26 
S.E. 0.07 0.08 
N 162 231 
Statistically different from R R 
2.15 
0.05 
192 
T 
2.42 
0.09 
193 
2.81 
0.06 
183 
3.21 
0.07 
178 
R 
1.85 
0.07 
195 
All 
2.46 
0.09 
194 
2.62 
0.06 
187 
BS 
3.00 
0.07 
180 
2.12 
0.07 
182 
T 
2.48 
0.01 
181 
2.64 
0.06 
175 
B 
2.78 
0.14 
174 
BSP 
5.83* 
1.29 
10.30* 
5.83* 
2.10 
0.03 
1000 
2.44 
0.04 
988 
2.80 
0.04 
956 
3.10 
0.03 
925 
1.65 
0.02 
1507 
2.05 
0.02 
1507 
2.04 
0.02 
1507 
2.06 
0.02 
1507 
12.48** 
8.72** 
16.99** 
28.84** 
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talent, and the proper attitude. Low wages was the only reason which could be 
attributed to the socioeconomic structure. The remaining causes were individual in 
their locus of control. 
• Discrimination against minorities was seen as an important cause of poverty by 
36% of stakeholders and 75% of the general public. It ranked ninth and sixth, 
respectively, with these two groups. 
• Lack of good schools was ranked seventh by both samples. 
Factor analysis of stakeholders' responses reduced the reasons for poverty to two 
underlying dimensions, reasons attributable to individuals and reasons attributable to 
socioeconomic structure. The individual reasons were lack of thrift, effort, proper attitude, 
talent, and ability; loose morals; and sickness and handicaps. (Responses of the general public 
sample did not load sufficiently on the latter cause as individual.) Structural causes identified 
by loadings were low wages, lack of good schools, discrimination against minorities, lack of 
private industry jobs, and rich people taking advantage of the poor. (The same factors were 
identified for the general public sample.) As with other factor loadings in this chapter, they 
will be helpful in the discussion of findings. 
As to reasons for poverty. Table 14 presents the results of analyses of variance among 
the stakeholder group and differences between the stakeholder and general public samples (as 
indicated by z-scores) for their explanations for wealth. Key findings are as follows: 
• F ratios identified statistically significant differences among stakeholder groups on 
five of 12 poverty causation variables: lack of thrift, talent, and proper attitude 
(p<.05), loose morals and drunkenness (p<.001), and discrimination against 
minorities (p<.001). Differences were usually between superintendents, on one 
Table 13. Reasons for poverty: Comparison of stakeholder and population responses by percentages and factor analysis 
Slakcholdcrs Groups (1995) 
(%). IN=scc below) 
Klucgcl and Smith (1980) 
(%). (N=I507) 
Stakeholders Klucgel and Smith 
Reason for poverty 
Very liuportaiU Not too Very Important Not too Factor Loadings Factor Loadings 
Rank or Somewhat Important or Rank or Somewhat Important or 1995 Data 1980 Data 
(S) Important Not Important (K) Important Not Important Individual Structural Individual StniCtural 
Lack of thrirt and 1 
money management skills 
Low wages in some biisiitcsscs 2 
and industries 
Lack of effort by the poor 3 
The poor have attitudes 4 
which prevent improvement 
of ihcir condition 
Lack of ability and talent 5 
Loose morals and drunkenness 6 
Lack of good schools 7 
Sickncss and physical handicaps 8 
Discrimination against blacks 9 
and other minorities 
74 26 
(N=1002) 
6} 36 
(N=996) 
58 42 
(N=982) 
55 45 
(N=966) 
48 52 
(N=990) 
45 54 
(N=950) 
40 61 
(N=981) 
42 57 
(N=973) 
36 65 
(N=988) 
I 94 
87 
92 
8» 
88 
74 
75 
75 
14 
27 
26 
15 
15 
0.59 -0.19 5L21 0.02 
0.32 
0.20 
0.63 0.05 052 
0.66 -0.43 QM -0.14 
0.59 -0.43 0.35 
0.26 Ilia -0.16 
0.04 
0.62 -0.10 OM 0.11 
0.72 -0.28 052 -0.01 
065 
0.58 0.15 0.27 0.30 
0.66 0,05 046 
Table 13. (Continued) 
Stakeholders Groups (1995) 
(%). (N=scc below) 
Kluegel and Smith (1980) 
(%). fN=l507) 
Stakeholders Kluegel and Smith 
Reason for poverty 
Rank 
f S )  
Very Important Nol too 
or Somewhat Important or 
Imoortant Not Imoortant 
Rank 
fK) 
Very Important Not too 
or Somewhat Important or 
Important Nol Important 
Factor Loadings 
1995 Data 
Individual Structural 
Factor Loadings 
1980 Data 
Individual Stnictural 
Failure of private industry 
to provide enough jobs 
10 36 65 
(N=95l) 
9 74 28 0.29 0.44 0.09 056 
Rich people take advantage 
of the poor 
II 25 75 
(N=96l) 
11 55 45 0.26 0.58 -0.06 052 
Just bad luck 12 8 93 
(N=942) 
10 M 56 0.35 0.27 0.13 0.33 
Notes: The wording of the responses in the 1980 study were tmncatcd for the 1995 study. The wording of the responses in the 1980 study arc in Appendix I. Due to 
rounding pcrccniagcs may not total 100. (S) = Ranking by stakeholders; (K) = Ranking by Kluegel and Smith sample. Underlined factor loadings indicate 
cxclu-sivc, positive correlations with the factor named in the column headings. 
Table 14. Reasons for poverty: Analyses of variance among stakeholder groups and comparison of stakeholders to population 
(z-scores) 
pf Snmpigs 
Sliikcholdcr Groups (1995) Slake- U.S. Popu-
Bourd Supurtn- holders lalion 
l<tr-itsoils; Mvmbtfr.s Kinltfniii Principal-S Teachcr.s ParenLs F (1995) LjyMJ f-mK 
Luck of lliril't nnd money 
nianageineni skills 
Mean 1 ,K2 1.95 1.91 1.69 1,64 3.43"* 1.80 
S.li, 0.08 0.07 0.08 0.07 0,07 0.05 
N 175 255 193 195 184 1002 
c 
S(;Uis(iciilly diU'ercnl Irom 
l.ack of elTori by the |)oor 
Mean 2.06 2.23 2,14 2.12 2,06 0.76 2,12 1.55 10.58»» 
SI:. 0,12 0.05 0.08 0,07 0.) 1 0,05 d 0.02 
N 171 251 187 191 182 982 1507 
l.ack of ability and talent 
Mean 2.29 2,38 2,36 2,19 2.06 2,62** 2,26 1,58 I5.21»* 
S.H. 0.1 1 0,07 0,09 0,06 0,08 0.04 0.02 
N 172 254 191 194 179 990 1507 
c 
Statisiically diHerenl Ironi 
Range of responses for all qiiesdons; I = Very imporiani; 2 = Somewhal imporlani; 3 = Noi too iniporlanl; 4 = Not iinportani al all. Infonnation nol provided in 
Klucjicl and Sn>iih (1986), ^SchclTe lusts recorded statistically signincant difference.s among stakeholder group.s, but was nol sunicienlly sensitive to 
d 
identity wiiich groups were dillerenl Irutn tlieir peers. Means and standard deviations in this column were calculated using pcrcentugcs and numbers of 
e 
respondents in Kluegel and Smith (1986). B = Board Members, S = Superintendents, R= PureiUs. 
•p < ,00) ; ••p < ,05. 
Tabic 14. (Continued) 
Reasons: 
Board 
Mcmhcrs 
Slakeholdcr Groups (1995) 
Supcrin-
icndcnls Principals Tcachcrs Parents 
Comparison of Samples 
Stake­
holders 
(1995) 
U.S. Popu­
lation 
(1980) a-5coro 
The poor have attitudes which prevent 
improvement of their condition 
Mean 
S.E. 
N 
c 
Stntistically dirfercnt from 
1.98 
o.n 
172 
2.33 
0.06 
246 
2.20 
0.11 
183 
2.08 
0.08 
184 
2.08 
0.10 
181 
2.42** 2.13 
0.05 
966 
1.65 
0.02 
1507 
8.91 »• 
Lack of good school.s 
Mean 
S.E. 
N 
2.27 
0.09 
174 
2.36 
0.06 
251 
2.41 
0.07 
188 
2.57 
0.12 
189 
2.43 
0.07 
179 
1.67 2.40 
0.05 
981 
1.42 
0.02 
1507 
18.20** 
Loose morals and drunkenness 
Mean 
S.E. 
N 
c 
Stntistically dirfcreni from 
2.10 
0.11 
166 
2.52 
0.05 
244 
BR 
2.32 
0.06 
182 
2.30 
0.08 
184 
2.05 
0.06 
174 
7A7* 2.26 
0.05 
950 
1.83 
0.02 
1507 
7.98*« 
Sickness and physical handicaps 
Mean 
S.E. 
N 
2.32 
0.11 
169 
Z47 
0.04 
245 
2.44 
0.05 
188 
2.31 
0.06 
193 
2.34 
0.09 
178 
1.19 2.37 
0.05 
973 
1.72 
0.02 
1507 
12.07** 
Low wages in some jobs and 
industries 
Mean 
S.E. 
N 
2.03 
0.09 
173 
2.15 
0.06 
252 
2.08 
0.09 
192 
1.93 
0.08 
196 
1.92 
0.10 
183 
1.54 2.02 
0.05 
996 
1.74 
0.02 
1507 
5.20** 
Tabic 14. (Continued) 
Sliikcholdcr Groups (19951 
Cqmparison of Samples 
Reasons: 
Board 
Member? 
Supcrin-
leiiJem? Principals Tcaclicrs Parents 
Stake­
holders 
(199?) 
U.S. Popu­
lation 
n9801 z-scorc 
Too few private industry jobs 
Mean 
S.E. 
N 
2.47 
0.04 
168 
2.61 
0.07 
243 
2.56 
0.08 
185 
2.45 
0.06 
182 
2.61 1.21 
0.08 
173 
2.54 
0.04 
951 
1.93 
0.02 
1507 
J 3.64** 
Discrimination against blacks and 
other minorities 
Mean 
S.ll 
N 
Slatislicnily differenl from 
Rich people lake advantage 
of the poor 
Mean 
S.E 
N 
2.67 
0.09 
172 
2.98 
0.09 
170 
2.37 
0.05 
254 
R 
2.73 
0.09 
248 
2.47 
0.06 
190 
2.79 
0.07 
183 
2.40 
0.07 
192 
2.66 
0.06 
184 
2.70 4.72* 
0.09 
180 
S 
2.74 
0.12 
176 
1.70 
2.52 
0.04 
988 
2.78 
0.03 
%1 
1.94 
0.02 
1507 
2.25 
0.02 
1507 
I4.70»« 
On N) 
Just bad luck 
Mean 
S.E 
N 
3.43 
0.07 
161 
3.41 
0.06 
246 
3.38 
0.09 
185 
3.32 
0.06 
180 
3.18 
0.09 
170 
1.74 3.34 
0.03 
942 
2.44 
0.02 
1507 
26.07* 
63 
hand, and parents and board members, on the other. The latter groups expressed 
stronger beliefs in individual causes of poverty and weaker beliefs in the structural 
discrimination cause. These findings do not support the null hypothesis. 
• Data from the Kluegel and Smith (1986) study permitted a comparison of stakeholders 
to the general public on 11 of 12 poverty causation variables (excluding lack of thrift). Z-
scores revealed statistically significant differences between stakeholders and the general public 
on all 11 variables at the p < .05 level, refuting the null hypothesis. 
In spite of these differences, stakeholders believe that opportunity is abundant and hard 
work is the key to success. They attribute success (wealth) or failure (poverty) primarily to 
individual qualities and not to the socioeconomic structure. These findings are consistent with 
those of Smith and Kluegel (1986) in their 1980 sampling of public attitudes. 
Stakeholders' attitudes and opinions concerning affirmative action 
Attitudes toward affirmative action may provide clues to stakeholders' attitudes on 
educational equity. Hence, stakeholders were asked to respond to six questions on this subject. 
Frequency and percentage distributions of their responses are displayed in Table 15. 
More than 50% of stakeholders perceived that the life chances of minorities were 
limited by discrimination and that preferential treatment improved the chances of minorities 
getting ahead. For the general public sample, the percentages on these issues were 79 and 62, 
respectively. However, 63% of the public and 83% of stakeholders responded that preferential 
treatment would be unfair. Thirty-five percent of stakeholders and 82% of the public agreed 
that affirmative action should be supported. Regarding concrete preferential actions to advance 
the life chances of minority groups, stakeholders were more conservative than the general 
public. Seventy-nine percent of stakeholders (33% of the public sample) disagreed with the 
64 
Table 15. Affirmative action: Comparison of stakeholders to population by percentages and 
number of responses 
How much discrimination do you believe there is against blacks and other minorities in any 
areas of life that limits their chances to get ahead? 
Stakeholders (1995) Kluegel & Smith (1980) 
% f % f 
A lot 6 148 34 607 
Some 49 568 45 805 
JustaUttie 32 213 15 263 
None at all _13 _58 127 
Totals 100 987 101 1802 
How much preferential treatment for racial minorities is there that improves their chances? 
Stakeholders (1995) Kluegel& Smith (1980) 
% f % f 
A lot 8 163 22 491 
Some 51 534 40 898 
Just a little 34 244 15 333 
None at all 7 31 24 548 
Totals 100 972 101 2270 
Do you personally feel that such preferential treatment (is/would be)... 
Stakeholders (1995) Kluegel & Smith (1980) 
% f % f 
Fair 17 258 37 636 
Unfair _83 ^ _63 1073 
Totals 100 798 100 1709 
Affirmative action programs that help blacks and other minorities to get ahead should be 
supported. 
Strongly agree 
Agree 
Disagree 
Strongly disagree 
Totals 
Stakeholders 1 (1995) Kluegel & Smith (1980) 
% f % f 
3 97 12 218 
32 391 70 1256 
40 307 16 283 
24 142 2 43 
101 942 100 1800 
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Table 15. (Continued) 
Colleges and universities should set aside a certain number of places to admit qualified blacks 
and other minorities. 
Stakeholders ; (1995) Kluegel& Smith (1980) 
% f % f 
Strongly agree 2 45 6 50 
Agree 20 305 61 477 
Disagree 43 393 29 228 
Strongly disagree -3^ 237 4 33 
Totals 101 980 100 788 
Employers should set aside a certain number of places to hire qualified blacks and other 
minorities. 
Stakeholders (1995) Kluegel & Smith (1980) 
% f % f 
Strongly agree 1 32 7 70 
Agree 13 216 51 512 
Disagree 47 456 35 356 
Strongly disagree M 261 1 72 
Totals 99 967 100 1010 
Note. Percentages for the 1980 study were calculated using frequencies provided by 
Kluegel and Smith (1986). Percentages may not total 100 due to rounding. 
Tabic 16. Affirmative action; Analyses of variance among stakeholder groups and comparison of stakeholders to 
population (z-scores) 
Extent of discrimination that limits 
advancement of minorities 
n 
Mean 
S.E. 
N 
b 
Statistically different from 
Extent of preferential treatment 
llval helps minorities advancc 
a 
Mean 
S.E. 
N 
Statistically different from 
Preferential treatment for minorities 
fair/unfair (1 
Mean 
S.E. 
N 
Comparison of Samples 
Stakeholder Groups (1995) All Kluegel & 
Board Superin- Stakeholders Smith 
Members tendents Principals Teachers Parents F (1995^ (1980^ 3i-5CPrc 
2.37 2.04 2.19 2.20 2.47 4.37* 2.25 1.95 5.51* 
0.12 0.08 0.06 0.05 0.09 0.05 0,02 
174 254 187 190 182 987 1802 
R S 
2.21 2.19 2.23 2.20 1.85 
0.11 0.05 0.08 0.(X> 0.08 
173 253 180 191 175 
R R R R All 
4.24* 2.14 
0.03 
972 
2.41 
0.02 
2270 
7.50* 
1.71 
0.07 
139 
1.63 
0.06 
215 
1.77 
0.05 
150 
1.61 
0.07 
148 
1.82 
0.04 
146 
2.23 I.7I 
0.03 
798 
1.63 
0.01 
1709 
2.53* 
I = A lot; 2 = Some; 3 = Just a little; 4 = None at all. = Board Members, R = Parents, S = Superintendents, T = Teachers. I = Strongly 
d 
agree; 2 = Agree; 3 = Disagree; 4 = Strongly disagree. I = Fair; 2 = Unfair. 
»p < .03. 
Tabic 16. (Continued) 
Comparison of Samples 
Stakeholder Groups (1995^ All Kluegel & 
Board Supcrin- Stakeholders Smith 
Members tendents Principals Teachers Parents F (1995) (1980) z-score 
Support affirmative action for minorities 
c 
Mean 2.79 2.49 2.61 2.40 2.58 3.27* 2.58 2.08 15.50* 
S.E. 
N 
Statistically different from 
0.10 
167 
T 
0.06 
244 
0.07 
178 
0.08 
181 
B 
0.09 
172 
0.03 
942 
0.01 
1800 
Support collcgc set-nsidcs for minorities 
c 
Mean 2.92 2.87 2.89 2.73 2.97 0.81 2.87 2.31 12.52" 
S.E. 
N 
0.15 
173 
0.07 
251 
0.09 
188 
0.09 
192 
0.09 
176 
0.04 
980 
0.02 
788 
Support job scl-asidcs_for minorities 
c 
Mean 3.00 3.07 3.06 2.84 3.08 1.08 3.01 2.43 12.97* 
S.E. 
N 
0.15 
170 
0.06 
248 
0.07 
186 
0.10 
185 
0.10 
178 
0.04 
967 
0.02 
1010 
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practice of setting aside spaces for qualified minorities in colleges and universities. Note that 
85% opposed reserving jobs for qualified minority candidates, compared to 42% of the public. 
Table 16 addresses affirmative action opinion differences among stakeholder groups 
and between the stakeholder and general public samples. Analyses of variance revealed 
statistically significant differences among stakeholder groups on three of six variables 
(p <.05). Those variables related to: support of affirmative action, and the extent that 
discrimination limits minority opportunities and preferences improve those opportunities. 
Computation of z-scores comparing stakeholders to the general public identified statistically 
significant differences on all variables at p < .05. 
In summary, the preceding findings on affirmative action perceptions and attitudes do 
not support this study's null hypotheses of no statistically significant differences among the 
subject groups. 
Stakeholders' attitudes and opinions on income redistribution 
In a capitalist society, the distribution of wealth (income) is an index of the distribution 
of inequalities. Redistribution of wealth is the fundamental issue behind equity efforts. 
Opinions on this subject may be considered additional indicators of support (or the lack of it) 
for equity. 
Participants responded to eleven income redistribution questions. A tabulation of their 
responses and factor analysis results are presented in Table 17. Responses not favoring more 
equal incomes tended to receive the highest percentages of agreement from both samples. 
Stakeholders and the general public agreed on four of the five most frequently cited reasons for 
opposing greater income equality. Approximately 80% of both groups agreed that the top-
ranked reason why incomes cannot be made equal is because people differ in their talents and 
Tabic 17. Rcdisiribuiion of incomc: Comparison of stakeholders to population responses by percentages and factor analysis 
Stakeholders (1995) 
(%), (N = see below) 
Strongly Strongly 
Agree Disagree 
or or 
Reason Acrcc Disncrcc 
Kluegel and Smith (1980) 
(%), (N=1507) 
Strongly Strongly 
Agree Disagree 
or or 
Acree Disacree 
Stakeholders 
Factor Loadings 
1995 Data 
Gcalitarian Ineealitarian 
Kluegel and Smith 
Factor Loadings 
1980 Data 
Egalitarian Ineealitarian 
IncomcK cannot be made more equal since 79 21 85 IS •0.66 0.64 -0.23 0.39 
peoples' abilities and talents arc unequal (N: =986) 
Making incomcs more equal means socialism. 39 42 74 26 0.11 0.70 -0,15 
and that deprives people of individual freedoms (N: =941) 
Incomes should qqL be more equal, sincc thai 54 46 70 30 034 0.66 0.00 0.70 
would keep people from dreaming of someday (N: =927) 
becoming a real success 
If incomes were more equal, nothing 53 47 6) 27 0.02 QJZQ -0.17 0.47 
would motivate people to work hard (N= =978) 
Incomcs .should not be more equal, sincc the 49 50 55 45 0.13 0.57 0,00 026 
rich invest in (he economy, creating jobs for all (N= =902) 
incomcs cannot be made more equal, since it is 48 51 82 18 0.49 0.47 -0.18 0.55 
human nature to always want more than others (N= =917) 
have 
If incomcs were more equal, life would be 22 78 
boring bccausc people would all live In the (N=884) 
siimc wiiy 
More qualily of income would avoid 21 79 
conflicts between (he different social classes (N=962) 
61 
f5 
39 
45 
0.45 0.42 
0.52 -0.36 
-0.(M 
0.56 -0.01 
Incomc .should be more equal, because every 13 87 
family's basic need for food, housing and .so on (N=972) 
are the same 
39 61 0.59 -0.48 0.61 -0.04 
Tabic 17. (Conlinued) 
Stakeholders (1993) Kluegel and Smith (1980) Stakeholders Kluegel and Smith 
(%), (N = see below) (%). (N= 1507) Factor Loadings Factor Loadings 
Strongly Strongly Strongly Strongly 1995 Data 1980 Data 
Agree Disagree Agree Disagree 
or or or or 
Reason Agree Disagree Apree Disacree llf>alitarian Inepaliiarian Eealilarian Incpalitarian 
More equality of incomcs would allow my 12 87 42 
a 
58 0.54 -0.10 0.67 ^.11 
family to live better 
(N=929) 
62 
b 
38 
Incomc.s .should be more equal, bccausc every- 9 91 7) 61 0.59 -0.42 0.63 -0.50 
binly's contribution to society is equally (N=974) 
important 
Nolc. Underlined Tnctor loadings indicate an exclusive, positive correlation with (he Tactor named in (he column heading. Percentages may not total 100 due to 
rounding. The superscripts and denote two versions were administered to random subsamplcs. Version , (N=844); Version , (N=663). 
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abilities. The remaining most frequently cited reasons for opposing more income equality 
were that it would deprive individuals of their freedoms, their dreams of success, and the 
motivation necessary to pursue them. Agreement on these variables ranged between 53 and 
59% for stakeholders and between 63 and 74% for the general public. 
Responses from stakeholders and the Kluegel and Smith (1986) sample were 
subjected to factor analyses and reduced to two dimensions labeled "egalitarian" and 
"inegalitarian." The former term signifies support for more income equity, the latter indicating 
a lack of support for the same. Factor loadings and response distributions show that both 
samples had strong inegalitarian tendencies. 
One additional question was asked of stakeholders (duplicating that asked by Kluegel 
and Smith (1986)) regarding income distribution: Do you think that the income a person 
receives should be based more on the person's skills and training or more on what their family 
needs to live decently? The percentages and frequency distributions for both studies are 
shown in Table 18. Stakeholders were more inclined than the general public sample to 
respond that income should be based on both skills and need. Results of the analysis of 
variance among stakeholder groups are displayed in Table 19. 
Table 18. Income distribution based on skills or need: Comparison of stakeholders to 
population responses by percentages and frequencies 
Stakeholders (1995) Kluegel and Smith (1980) 
% f % L. 
Skills 45 697 81 1183 
Need 1 7 13 196 
Both 54 275 6 89 
N = 997 N = 1468 
Tabic 19. Rcdistribulion of incomc: Analyses of variance among stakeholder groups 
Board 
Members 
Superin­
tendents. 
Stakeholder Groups (1995) 
Principals Teachers Parents 
All 
Stakeholders 
Incomes cannot be made more equal, since 
people's abilities and talents are unequal 
Mean " 1.91 
S.E. 0.05 
N 175 
Making incomes more equal means socialism 
and that deprives people of individual freedoms 
Mean " 1.98 
S.E. 0.10 
N 168 
If incomcs were more equal, nothing would 
motivate people to work hard 
Mean" 2.17 
S.E. 0.10 
N 172 
1.84 
0.05 
251 
2.02 
0.09 
242 
2.25 
0.09 
249 
2.00 
0.05 
189 
2.19 
0.08 
181 
2.27 
0.06 
189 
1.93 
0.06 
188 
2.15 
0.09 
181 
2.25 
0.08 
188 
1.91 
0.05 
183 
2.01 
0.07 
169 
2.23 
0.07 
180 
1.92 
0.02 
986 
2.07 
0.04 
941 
2.23 
0.04 
978 
.31 
1.09 
0.20 
Range of responses; 1 = Strongly agree; 2 = Agree; 3 - Disagree; 4 = Strongly disagree. Range of responses 1 = Skills; 
c 2 = Family needs; 3 = Both. S = Superintendents; T = Teachers. This was the only variable in this series for which Kluegel and Smith (1986) 
provided information sufficient to compute comparative statistics: Mean = 1.25; S.E. = .01; N = I486; z-score = 8.00* 
*p < .05. 
Tabic 19. (Continued) 
Board Supcrin-
Mcmbers tendcnts 
Incomes should noL be more equal since that would 
keep people from dreaming of someday becoming 
a real success 
Mean'"' 2.16 2.26 
S.E. 0.10 0.09 
N 167 234 
Incomcs cannot be made more equal sincc it is huiiian 
nature to always want more than others have 
Mwui " 2.27 2.33 
S.E. 0.(M 0.09 
N 163 236 
Incomcs should not. be more equal, since the 
rich invest in the economy, creating jobs for all 
Mean " 2.23 2.37 
S.E. O.IO 0.08 
N 159 239 
If incomcs were more equal, life would be boring 
because people would all live in the same way 
Mean 2.84 2.84 
S.E. 0.11 0.12 
N 162 223 
Stakeholder Groups (1995) 
All 
Principals Teachers Parents Stakeholders E_ 
2.30 
0.06 
181  
2.24 
0.05 
174 
2.37 
0.05 
171 
2.26 
0.04 
927 
1.00 
2.43 
0.06 
176 
2.37 
0.05 
176 
2.42 
0.06 
166 
2.36 
0.03 
917 
0.88 
2.33 
0.04 
175 
2.34 
0.08 
169 
2.41 
0.07 
160 
2.34 
0.04 
902 
0.68 
2.69 
0.08 
160 
2.71 
0.07 
174 
2.75 
0.07 
165 
2.77 
0.05 
884 
0.54 
Table 19. (Continued) 
Board Superin-
Members tendents 
More equality of income would avoid conflict 
between the different social classes 
Mean" 2.91 2.79 
S.E. 0.07 0.08 
N 169 250 
Income should be more equal, because every family's 
basic need for food, housing and so on are the same 
Mean 3.02 2.99 
S.E. 0.06 0.04 
N 172 252 
More equality of incomes would allow my family 
to live better 
Mean" 2.97 3.14 
S.E. 0.11 0.08 
N 165 240 
Incomes should be more equal, because everybody's 
contribution to society is equally important 
Mean" 3.15 3.17 
S.E. 0.05 0.06 
N 171 253 
Stakeholder Groups (1995) 
All 
Principals Teachers Parents Stakeholders F 
2.81 
0.06 
183 
2.91 
0.09 
186 
2.61 
0.07 
174 
2.80 
0.07 
962 
2.35 
2.88 2.98 
0.07 0.05 
183 186 
2.86 2.95 
0.10 0.03 
179 972 
1.18 
4^ 
2.97 
0.04 
183 
2.94 
0.06 
176 
2.83 
0.08 
165 
2.97 
0.04 
929 
2.29 
3.11 
O.IO 
181 
3.03 
0.04 
192 
2.98 
0.09 
177 
3.08 
0.02 
974 
1.33 
Tabic 19. (Continued) 
Stakeholder Groups (1995) 
Board Superin- All 
Members Icndents Principals Tcachers Parents Stakeholders E 
Do you think that the income a person receives 
should be based more on the person's skills and 
training or more on what their family needs to 
live dccently 
Mean 1.47 1.39 1.65 1.74 1.64 1.58 
S.E. 0.08 0.06 0.10 0.08 0.10 0.04 
N 172 249 187 190 181 979 
Slati.slically dirferciit from T S 
76 
Stakeholder group responses on income redistribution were subject to analyses of 
variance and Scheffe multiple range comparisons. The results are displayed in Table 19. 
Statistically significant differences were indicated for one of twelve variables at p < .05. 
Except in one instance, Kluegel and Smith (1986) did not report sufficient information 
to permit comparison of the responses of their sample with those of stakeholders. 
In addition to the affirmative action policy items covered in Tables 15 and 16, 
stakeholders were asked to respond to a number of policy issues related to income 
redistribution. Then* responses are summarized in Table 20 and compared to responses of the 
general public surveyed by Kluegel and Smith (1986). 
Stakeholders and the general public overwhelmingly disagreed with government 
control of basic industries and limits on inherited and earned income. Seventy-one percent of 
stakeholders rejected the statement that welfare is insufficient and agreed by a margin of two-
to-one that too much was being spent on welfare programs. The general public sample was 
evenly split on the sufficiency of welfare, but 81% responded that too much was being spent 
on it. Stakeholders disagree with the policy of government guaranteeing a job to every person 
who wants to work by almost three-to-one and rejected guaranteed income for the working 
poor by a margin of almost two-to-one. The general public sample supported government 
guaranteed jobs by a margin of three-to-two and rejected guaranteed income for the working 
poor by just six percentage points. 
In summary, both samples indicated that current welfare spending was excessive for 
their tastes and adequate for recipients. They did not favor income or inheritance limits and 
opposed government ownership of basic industries, as well as government income guarantees. 
Table 21 shows the results of analyses of variance among stakeholder groups 
Tabic 20. Government policy on equity; Percentage distribution of responses and numbers of respondents 
Poliev Issue 
Government ownership and control of 
basic industries would benefit society 
Laws should limit the amount of wealth 
that can be inherited 
There should be an upper limit on the 
amount of money any person can make 
The U.S. government should guarantee a 
job to every person who wants to work 
The U.S. government should guarantee 
an income above the poverty level to 
every person who works 
Welfare does not give most people 
enough to get along on 
Generally, we arc spending too much 
money on welfare 
Stakeholders (1995) 
(%) 
Disagree or Agree or 
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 
97 
97 
96 
77 
64 
71 
32 
(N=958) 
(N=994) 
(N=992) 
(N=967) 
(N=973) 
(N=881) 
(N=941) 
23 
36 
29 
68 
Kluegel and Smith (1980) 
(%)' 
Disagree or Agree or 
Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 
75 
73 
79 
39 
53 
50 
18 
25 
26 
21 
61 
47 
(N=1468) 
49 
81 
"Number of respondents was reported for only one variable, as indicated. 
Table 21. Government policy on equity; Analyses of variance among stakeholder groups and comparison of stakeholders to 
population (z-scores) 
Stakeholder Groups (1995) 
Board Superin- All 
Policy Issue Members tendents Principals Teachers Parents Stakeholders F 
Government ownership and control of 
basic industries would benefit societ 
Mean" 3.66 3.65 3.53 3.49 3.29 3.53 5.50* 
S.E. 0.05 0.03 0.06 0.06 O.ll 0.03 
N 174 246 183 182 173 958 
Statistically different from R R BS 
Laws should limit the amount of wealth 
that can be inherited 
Meiin 3.63 3.54 3.38 3.54 3.42 3.50 2.53* 
S.E. 0.06 0.05 0.05 0.07 0.08 0.03 
N 178 251 192 193 180 994 
Statistically different from P B 
There should be an upper limit on the 
amount of money any person can make 
Mean 3.48 3.52 3.41 3.44 3.23 3.42 1.90 
S.E. 0.09 0.07 0.04 0.11 0.08 0,04 
N 177 252 192 192 179 922 
*' Range of responses: 1 = Strongly agree; 2 = Agree; 3 = Disagree; 4 = Strongly disagree. '^B= Board member; S = Superintendents; P = 
Principal; T = Teachers; R = Parents. 
* p  <  .001; p  <  .05. 
Table 21. (Continued) 
Stakeholder Groups (1995) 
Board Superin­ All 
PoHcv I.ssue Members tendents Principals Teachers Parents Stakeholders F 
The U.S. government should guarantee a 
job to every person who wants to work 
Meaji 3.05 2.86 2.67 2.52 2.62 2.75 4.14** 
S.E. 0.09 0.07 0.10 0.08 0.16 0.04 
N 171 252 184 184 176 967 
Statistically different from T B 
The U.S. government should guarantee 
an income above the poverty level to 
every person who works. 
Mean 2.80 2,59 2.33 2.37 2.42 2.51 3.46** 
S.E. 0.09 0.08 0.10 0.15 0.07 0.05 
N 171 250 189 185 178 973 
Statistically different (from) P B 
Welfare doe.s not give most people 
enough to get along on 
Mean 2.66 2.63 2.62 2.63 2.77 2.66 0.49 
S.E. 0.07 0.05 0.06 0.12 0.12 0.07 
N 159 227 163 174 158 881 
Generally, we are spending too much 
money on welfare 
Mean 1.94 2.08 1.99 1.94 1.76 1.94 1.98 
S.E. 0.11 0.08 0.07 0.07 0.09 0.05 
N 166 235 179 187 174 941 
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regarding their attitudes on selected government policies regarding distribution and 
redistribution of wealth. F ratios indicate sporadic disagreement among stakeholders. 
Statistically significant differences at the p <. 05 level were apparent in responses to four of 
seven variables. However, the overall pattem does not suggest substantial disagreement, even 
on many variables where statistically significant differences were observed. 
Again, Kluegel and Smith (1986) did not report sufficient information for a 
comparison of stakeholder opinions to those of the general public sample. 
Summary 
Two hypotheses guided this study. Statistical evidence presented in these findings are 
incomplete regarding Hypothesis 1. Stakeholders responded to 61 questions. Information 
provided by Kluegel and Smith (1986) on the general public sample limited comparison of 
responses to 37 variables. Although income redistribution variables were excluded from this 
group (with one exception), the reported variables covered perceptions of opportunity in 
America, reasons for wealth and poverty, and affirmative action. Z-scores were calculated for 
the 37 fully reported variables. Thirty-four comparisons revealed statistically significant 
differences of opinion between public school stakeholders and the subjects in the general 
public sample at p < .05. 
Where comparisons could be made, opinion differences were mixed, but only in the 
strength of their agreement. Although there were opinion splits on some questions, no polar 
differences of opinion were noted on the issues ranked most important by respondents. 
Stakeholders tended to be more optimistic regarding opportunity in general and 
opportunity for themselves and the rich. They expressed less optimism than the general public 
as to opportunities for working class Americans, blacks, and the poor. 
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Both samples identified personality traits as the most important determinants of wealth 
and poverty. The public tended to express stronger agreement on these causes than did 
stakeholders. Major opinion differences were noted concerning certain specific causes of 
wealth and poverty. Over 65% of the public sample felt that dishonesty and a predatory 
economic system were important contributors to wealth. Less than 30% of stakeholders 
supported this position. Responding to a related question, 55% of the public sample said that 
one cause of poverty was rich people taking advantage of the poor. Only 25% of stakeholders 
expressed this belief. 
The public sample was more liberal and expressed stronger agreement on most 
affirmative action issues than did stakeholders. They were also more likely to see 
discrimination as a limit on the life chances of minorities and support affirmative action. 
However, both groups said that preferential treatment of minorities would be unfair. 
There were some differences of opinion between the general public and stakeholders 
regarding redistribution of income. The questionnaire contained seven reasons for opposing 
more equalization of income. The public sample embraced all seven by agreement ranging 
from 55 to 85%, with an average of 70% per question. Stakeholders supported four of the 
seven reasons: unequal abilities, socialism, and reduced aspirations and motivation. Their 
agreement ranged from 54 to 79%, with an average supporting response of 61% on each 
question. Stakeholders spUt evenly on two of the three remaining issues (investments of the 
rich create jobs for all and the inability to satisfy human wants) and disagreed with the 
proposition that life would be boring if incomes were more equal. 
Four statements favored greater income equalization. Stakeholders expressed strong 
disagreement with those statements in the range of 79 to 91%, with the average response for 
each statement at 86%. The general public sample disagreed with two of the four reasons by 
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61% in each case, agreed (55%) that greater income equity would avoid class conflicts, and 
split on the issue of whether income equality would allow their famihes to live better. 
Overall, stakeholders moderately agreed with most statements opposing greater 
income equalization and strongly opposed statements favoring more equalization of incomes. 
The general public strongly agreed with statements opposing more equality of incomes, but 
were less united in their opposition to statements favoring greater income equality. The 
essence of these responses is that both groups agreed that it would be undesirable and 
impossible to provide greater income equality. 
Finally, neither sample supported government policies promoting equity. Stakeholders 
were less supportive than the public. The two samples did split on the issue of government-
guaranteed jobs, with the pubUc supporting the policy and stakeholders opposing it. 
In summary, on the overwhelming majority of issues, stakeholders and public sample 
were in agreement in their opposition to structurally defined causes of (and solutions to) 
societal inequities. However, the strength of that agreement varied, depending upon the issue. 
The foregoing discussion indicates that the following conclusions are supportable by 
the data: regarding opinions conceming opportunity, affirmative action, and the causes of 
wealth and poverty, statistically significant differences existed between the public school 
stakeholders' sample drawn in 1995 and the general public sample drawn by Kluegel and 
Smith (1986) in 1980. In view of this conclusion, so much of the null hypotheses as pertains 
to these specific opinions must be rejected and the alternate hypothesis, supporting statistically 
significant differences between these two samples, must be accepted. 
The research question related to Hypothesis 1 was: "With regard to their attitudes 
toward societal inequality, are school stakeholders significantly different from the U.S. 
population as measured by Kluegel and Smith (1986)?" The answer is there were statistically 
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significant differences of opinion between the two samples regarding perceptions of 
opportunity in America, the causes of wealth and poverty, and affirmative action. However, 
responses by both samples expressed strong anti-equity sentiments. Viewed in the light of 
measured equity performances of schools and other societal institutions, these responses 
suggest that the statistical diffierences observed in this study have no real world significance. 
With regard to Hypothesis 2, there are no statistically significant differences of opinion 
among public school stakeholder groups, the statistical evidence does not support this 
hypothesis. Analyses of variance identified statistically significant differences in responses to 
19 of 61 variables. It should be noted, however, these differences occur within a body of 
opinion that views opportunity as plentiful, holds the individual responsible for his own 
success, and is clearly opposed to structural alterations which promote equity. Further, of the 
610 comparisons conducted during the ANOVA process, only 36 (6%) resulted in statistically 
significant diff"erences. Of those, only 3 resulted from substantive disagreements among 
stakeholders. The three issues were dishonesty and the predatory nature of the American 
economic system as causes of wealth (Table 12) and providing government-guaranteed jobs 
for those willing to work (Table 21). 
The statistically significant differences noted among stakeholder groups were, in most 
instances, differences in the strength of agreement and did not reflect substantive disagreement 
over the issues. In practical terms, these differences in group means represented a distribution 
of opinions among the "agree" and "strongly agree" response categories of a variable. (See 
the political influence variable. Table 12. For other variables, group mean differences 
represented a range of opinions within the "disagree" and "strongly disagree" response 
categories. (See variable 1, Table 21, opposing govemment ownership of industries.) No 
trends were identified which clearly set one or more groups of stakeholders apart from their 
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peers. 
However, within the context of overall agreement on their opposition to structural 
equity initiatives, some divergent response patterns were noteworthy and can be identified 
through visual inspection of the ANOVA tables: 
• Board members tended to express strong and consistent conservative tendencies 
through their opposition to affirmative action (Table 16) and other government policies promoting 
equity (Table 20). Additionally, unlike other stakeholders, they soundly disagreed with the 
statement that the economic system allows the rich to take advantage of the poor (Table 12). 
• Within the context of general opposition to affirmative action, superintendents 
consistently expressed the least conservative views, except regarding job set-asides (Table 16). 
They also tended to be the most optimistic stakeholders in their opinions of their own abilities 
and concerning opportunity in general. In contrast, they were among the least optimistic 
regarding opportunity for young people to get a college education and opportunity 
improvement for minorities over the last two decades (Table 8). 
• Parents opposed affirmative action and expressed the least optimism regarding 
opportunity. Their means across opportunity variables were consistently closest to the more 
pessimistic views of the general public sample surveyed by Kluegel and Smith (1986). 
No noteworthy response patterns were discemed for other stakeholders. 
Statistically significant differences aside, there are few practical differences among 
public school stakeholders regarding their perception of abundant opportunity, their opposition 
to structural solutions to societal inequities, and their belief in the individual as the primary 
agent of equity. Their views represent a homogeneous body of opinion on these subjects. 
Statistically significant differences of opinion were noted among some stakeholder 
groups on some variables. However, the number of those differences, when balanced against 
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the potential number of differences, did not warrant rejection of the null hypothesis. 
The research question associated with Hypothesis 2 was: "With regard to their attitudes 
toward societal inequality, are there significant differences among school stakeholder groups?" 
The answer is, "Yes, statistically significant attitudinal differences were identified among 
stakeholder groups in response to some variables reported in this smdy, but these differences 
hold no discernible practical significance. 
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CHAPTER 5. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, LIMITATIONS, 
DISCUSSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary of Design and Procedures 
This study was undertaken to document the attitudes of public school stakeholders on 
social inequality, determine if their attitudes differed from the findings of Kluegel and Smith 
(1986) in their 1980 study of the general population, identify attitudinal differences among 
school stakeholder groups regarding social inequality, and draw conclusions as to the potential 
impact of stakeholders' attitudes regarding social inequality on the implementation of 
educational equity programs. 
To collect the required data and insure a format that allowed comparisons of 
stakeholders' attitudes with those of the general public sample (1980), the instrument used by 
Kluegel and Smith (1986) was modified for use in this study. 
The population consisted of 9,437 public school districts in the 41 states having no 
state-mandated teacher evaluation at the time the sample was drawn. States omitted from the 
population were Alabama, Delaware, Georgia, Hawaii, North and South Carolina, Tennessee, 
Texas, and Virginia. A sample of 683 school districts was randomly drawn, following 
stratification of the population by size and geographical region. A total of 3,415 questionnaires 
with 67 items were mailed to 683 districts. Seven hundred and eighty-two individuals from 
247 districts responded to the first mailing; 112 individuals responded to the second mailing. 
Twenty-six superintendents and 94 other stakeholders responded to a third mailing. In all, 
1014 usable questionnaires were received from 323 districts. The response rate was 29.7% for 
individuals and 47.3% for districts. 
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Status of Educational Equity: A Summary 
Educational inequities persist in American public schools in spite of reform efforts 
following Brown v. Board of Education. Researchers continue to reveal evidence of a 
consistent and persistent pattern of discrimination against minority students as measured by 
dropouts, disciplinary rates, achievement scores, and positive and negative student placements. 
The essential fact is that schools have failed to provide equitable inputs and to achieve 
comparable outcomes for all students. Attempts to explain these failures have ranged from the 
genetic inferiority of minority groups to claims that the educational intent of the Founding 
Fathers has been subject to erroneous interpretation. No explanation has satisfied the public or 
reduced their public school expectations. Americans cling to the belief that education is the 
great social equalizer and want results, not explanations, for failure. 
Popular notions to the contrary, strong anti-equality sentiments persist in the modem 
American consciousness. Studies as early as 1939 suggest these attitudes flow from basic 
beliefs as to the rules of American culture. Knowledgeable observers have expressed the 
belief that there can be no significant progress toward educational equity, or equity in the 
society at large, until these attitudes and beliefs are changed. Although there is much 
agreement on this point, efforts to document the equity attitudes and beliefs of public school 
stakeholders have been nonexistent. Therefore, educational reformers are in the unenviable 
position of prescribing the cure before completing the diagnosis. This study is an attempt to 
discover and examine stakeholders' beliefs and perceptions regarding social inequities. It was 
undertaken as a prelude to examining their specific educational equity beliefs. 
As for the population at large, existing studies and polls show that, over the past three 
decades, Americans have expressed a persistent ambivalence toward eliminating societal 
inequities. They acknowledge unfair discrimination, but see economic inequities as a fair 
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representation of individual talent and effort. Preferential treatment to redress these inequities 
is considered unfair. Americans view success as a product of individual effort and do not 
support policies which would fundamentally change societal arrangements for allocating goods 
and services. 
It is logical that these culturally-imbedded views would carry over into the attitudes of 
school stakeholders. The pattern of resource allocations in many public school districts and 
evidence collected during this survey of stakeholders suggest they do. 
Summary of Findings 
The findings of this study generated the following attitudinal profile of public school 
stakeholders: 
Stakeholders (66%) saw abundant opportunity for all people, including blacks and 
other minorities. In particular, they (83%) felt that opportunity for minorities had improved 
during the last three decades. In their view, success results from hard work (60%) and anyone 
can succeed using this formula. In spite of this, stakeholders (76%) did not believe that every 
young person in America had an equal opportunity to get a college education, often the key to 
financial success. 
Individual personality traits, not the socioeconomic structure, were the reasons 
stakeholders cited most frequendy as causing wealth (success) and poverty (failure). 
Stakeholders ranked eight causes of wealth. Three of the top four were under the control of the 
individual: personal drive and risk-taking (92%), hard work and initiative (87%), and great 
talent and ability (75%). Of 12 suggested causes of poverty, five of the six most frequently 
cited were also attributed to individual character. Stakeholders said the poor lacked thrift 
(74%), effort (58%), proper attitude (55%), talent (48%), and moral character (45%). 
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Taking a conflicting position characteristic of American public opinion, stakeholders 
(55%) perceived that the Ufe chances of minorities were limited by discrimination, but 
substantially fewer (36%) considered this discrimination an important cause of poverty. 
Perceptions and preferences regarding affirmative action are, potentially, the most 
accurate reflection of stakeholders' attitudes toward educational equity, because history has 
shown that school districts must take new actions to break old patterns of resource allocation, 
if equity is to be achieved. While a majority of stakeholders (55%) agreed that discrimination 
limits the potential of minorities and that preferential treatment improved the chances of 
minorities getting ahead (59%), most (83%) felt that preferential treatment would be unfair. 
Consistent with this view, they opposed setting aside jobs (85%) and spaces in colleges and 
universities (79%), even for qualified minorities. 
Redistribution of income is the fundamental outcome of equity efforts. Stakeholders 
opposed a series of income redistribution proposals which have been the subjects of serious 
public policy debate in the United States. They rejected the following policy proposals by the 
percentages indicated: government ownership of basic industries (97%), inheritance limits 
(97%), income limits (96%), job guarantees (77%), and income guarantees for the working 
poor (64%). Stakeholders also rejected the suggestion that welfare is inadequate for recipients 
(71%) and felt that too much money was being spent on the program (68%). 
Conclusions 
The findings of this study suggest the following conclusions: 
1. Regardless of statistically significant differences identified in this research, the 
distribution of responses to our survey lead to the conclusion there are no practical 
differences of opinion among the stakeholder groups which were the subjects of 
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this study. 
2. Likewise, there are no practical differences of opinion between the sample of 
stakeholders who participated in this study and the sample of the American public 
research by Kluegel and Smith (1986) in their 1980 study. Again, the distribution 
of responses suggest homogeneity. 
3. Stakeholders, much like the rest of the American population for the past three 
decades, expressed a belief in the prevalence of opportunity for all Americans, 
regardless of socioeconomic barriers, such as racial discrimination. They viewed 
societal success as resulting from factors largely under the control of individuals 
and do not support policies and programs which would change the fundamental 
criteria and processes for allocating goods and services to Americans. 
4. Given the nature and strength of equity opinions among stakeholders, their 
congruence with public opinion which has remained stable over three decades, and 
documented inequalities in the actual allocation of resources in many school 
districts, it can be concluded that stakeholders act in concert with the beliefs 
expressed in this study, and, thereby, contribute to unjustified inequities which are 
visited upon students entrusted to their care. These inequalities, in turn, have a 
negative effect on students' opportunities to learn and their chances for success in 
life. 
Limitations 
This study was designed and executed within the following limits: 
1. States that had state-mandated teacher evaluation in 1988 were eliminated from the 
population before the sample was drawn to maintain the compatibility of this study 
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with other projects conducted within a larger framework of teacher evaluation 
research. 
2. Due to resource limitations, important stakeholder groups were excluded from this 
research. These included central office staff who have resource allocation 
responsibilities and students, the focal points of educational inequities, and the 
ultimate beneficiaries of equity efforts. 
3. Procedures which called for the superintendent to distribute questionnaires created 
an unintended obstacle to getting questionnaires to potential respondents. This 
procedure also may have introduced bias into the results if the superintendent 
distributed questionnaires only to respondents whose known opinions were 
consistent with (or opposed to) his/her own. Additionally, this distribution process 
did not elicit routine responses from the larger districts and failed to produce 
adequate representation of minority stakeholders. 
4. Except for a rare question on education, this study did not directly address links (if 
any) between: (I) stakeholders' attitudes and opinions on societal inequities, (2) 
stakeholders' attitudes and opinions on educational equity (or inequities), (3) how 
(if) these attitudes influenced educational equity decisions and actions of 
stakeholders, and (4) the impact of these actions on student performance. 
Discussion 
Based on these findings, a statement of stakeholders' equity philosophy might read as 
follows: "There is serious discrimination against minorities in the United States, but there is 
also ample opportunity for all Americans to succeed. Those who do not, fail because of 
personal weaknesses, chief among them being a bad attitude and the lack of thrift, talent, and 
effort. If you want to be successful, eliminate these weaknesses. Develop your talent, work 
hard, and take the initiative, along with some risks. However, if you are unwilling to 
transform yourself, do not expect stakeholders to support policies and programs which would 
transform society for your benefit. In fact, we are already doing too much of that with 
welfare." 
While some may object to this characterization, it is data-based and supports the 
position that stakeholders' perceptions and beliefs are consistent with three decades of 
American public opinion on equity. Also, the statement accurately reflects elements of the 
American belief system (the dominant ideology) described in Chapter 2 and used as part of the 
theoretical framework for the Kluegel and Smith (1986) study of American attitudes toward 
social inequalities. 
Kluegel and Smith (1986) maintain that the dominant American ideology is supported 
by "schema" or context-response idea packages which expedite cognitive processing. The 
schema store conflicting ideas. Therefore, they permit individuals to maintain two desirable 
beliefs, which are inconsistent on their face, but facilitate usefiil situational responses. For 
example, they permit an educated stakeholder to provide a more socially acceptable "Some" or 
"A lot" response to the question, "How much discrimination is there in America which 
seriously limits the life chances of blacks and other minorities?" Several seconds later, the 
same person can maintain this discrimination is not a major cause of poverty, because every 
American has the opportunity to succeed through hard work. The latter is an ideologically 
acceptable response. This, in turn, leads to the individual responsibility element of the 
ideology which states that if the individual is not successful, it is because he or she did not 
work hard. 
Kluegel and Smith (1986) postulated that this ideology of individual determinism is 
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supported in the face of significant evidence of socioeconomic determinism, because ail 
groups, even the disadvantaged, derive beneficial mental health from the perception of personal 
control of one's destiny. This is true even when that perception is inconsistent with reality. 
There is no reason to believe that the same is not true for stakeholders. It follows, then, that 
stakeholders, as well as other Americans, would resist government (extemal) control of 
success (wealth), which they do. 
The factor analysis results, combined with the distribution of responses, displayed in 
Chapter 4, Tables 11 and 13, indicate that stakeholders and the general public overwhelmingly 
supported individual determinism over socioeconomic determinism as the principal cause of 
wealth and poverty, success and failure. In Table 17, Chapter 4, factor analysis reduced 
income redistribution responses to two: egalitarian (those which favored more equity of 
income distribution) and inegalitarian (those which did not favor greater equity of income 
distribution). Inegalitarianism, rather than egalitarianism, was the more popular stance. These 
choices were consistent with the dominant ideology. 
Stakeholders' perceptions and beliefs placed responsibility for societal success squarely 
on the individual. Their affirmation of this position on wealth and poverty variables ranged 
from a low of 55 to a high of 92%. Opposition to affirmative action and income redistribution 
ranged from 54 to 97%, with many response rates well above 70%, solid majorities. Against 
such an overwhelming array of perceived opportunity and anti-redistribution sentiment, it is 
appropriate to inquire as to the practical meaning of "statistically significant differences among 
stakeholder groups." The answer to this inquiry must be that, in this instance, these 
differences have no practical significance in stakeholder decision-making, if stakeholders act in 
concert with their responses to our survey. 
With few exceptions, the same may be said of the statistically significant differences 
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which resulted in the rejection of null Hypothesis 1, which stated there were no such 
differences between stakeholders and the general public (1980) sample. There are three 
noteworthy exceptions to this generality. First, 82% of the general public sample favored 
supporting affirmative action, in principle, compared to just 35% of stakeholders. Second, the 
general public sample firmly supported job and educational set-asides (67 and 58%, 
respectively); whereas, a majority of stakeholders did not support either. Third, there were 
substantial opportunity perception variations between the two groups on factors which 
contributed to respondents' standard of living and chances of getting ahead. However, other 
opportunity opinions appear more significant for their potential impact on equity policies. 
The essential point of this discussion is that the majority opinions of stakeholders and 
the general public sample placed responsibility for social success squarely on the individual, 
regardless of significant statistical differences. This view has been stable among Americans 
for three decades. 
As mentioned above, the findings of this study are consistent with America's dominant 
ideology, of which the following are key elements: 1) opportunity for economic advancement 
is present for those who are willing to work hard; 2) individuals are personally and causally 
responsible for their positions in society; 3) the overall system of inequality is, therefore, 
equitable and fair; and 4) when the system does not reward merit, the cause can be attributed to 
individual acts of prejudice, not to the social structure. 
A school system that logically might flow from such beliefs could be expected to take 
the position that because students and their parents are individually responsible for insuring 
that sufficient effort is expended to attain the desired level and quality of education, there is no 
need to make systemic changes to remove the relative disadvantages which students bring to 
the educational setting. (In fact, some public school systems in America are still under court 
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order to do this very thing as a result of Brown v. Board of Education.) Such a system would 
feel little responsibility to alter the disproportionate numbers of poor and minority students 
who are disciplined, fail, dropout, and are excluded from advantageous academic programs 
(e.g., gifted and talented) and inappropriately included in academically disadvantageous 
programs (e.g., special education). The system would feel no responsibility because the 
American belief system holds that the system for allocating rewards and punishments is, on 
the whole, a fair representation of individual effort. On these occasions when injustices are 
clearly apparent (e.g., there is a long-running pattern of excluding poor, black, and Hispanic 
students from gifted and talented programs, or a principal cancels a graduation dance in 
retaliation for interracial dating), they are aberrations, honest oversights, or rare displays of 
poor judgment by flawed individuals; the system of racial and economic justice is, on the 
whole, sound and fair. 
Such systems exist and have been documented by Mitchell and Poston (1992) and 
others elsewhere in this report. Yet, the attitudes behind these results spring from the same 
fertile soil of ideas which cause Americans to celebrate the inviolability of the individual, self-
reliance, and individual freedoms over oppressive government. Education is the mother's milk 
by which these ideals are nourished, milk of which every child must partake in equitable 
quantities if democratic government is to flourish. The consequence of denying a child the 
nourishment of a sound education is not merely a deformed mind, but a deformed and 
ultimately transformed democracy. But transformed into what? 
The question of why stakeholders (and other Americans) think a certain way about 
equity is at least as important as what they think. That exploration is well beyond the scope of 
this paper. However, speculation is possible, based on ideological and schema clues. The 
dominant American ideology, with it focus on individual determinism, goes to the heart of an 
individual's self-concept, his belief in his ability to influence events and the environment. 
(Recently, a reserved German worker expressed her fmstration at the audacious and successful 
actions of a less talented American coworker. She said, "These Americans! They think they 
can do anything!") It is logical that any idea that diminished such a strong perception of 
individual empowerment would be resisted at all costs. Thus, as prisoners of individualism, 
Americans tend to resist problems or solutions presented in systemic terms, except in 
emergencies. 
This could explain why recent attempts at systemic public school reform have failed. 
Some may argue that an emergency exists, but for those who control school systems (exclude 
superintendents), the critical variables in their lives have gone untouched. They go to work, 
they get regular raises, they have families, they retire. In the meantime, the event of a dropout 
is perhaps to be applauded. It makes the class smaller and, besides, he wasn't a good student 
anyway. For all our logic, human systems are only galvanized into action when some person 
or event pushes the emotional buttons. 
The concept of schema, those stored mental context-response packages, supports a 
related line of speculation. According to the theory, schema promote cognitive efficiency by 
providing humans with ready-made frameworks and responses for dealing with many of life's 
challenges. Any modem worker will attest to the fact that life is a constant search for 
simplicity, in the face of growing complexity. In such an environment, it is difficult to revise 
one's mental landscape into an integrated web of thoughts. To revise one's self-concept by 
synthesizing equity and individual determinism into a coherent personal ideology, and acting in 
accordance with that ideology is a monumental task. It becomes a task of heroic proportions 
to accomplish this in the absence of a compelling emotional stimulus and within the context of 
a society bom to individual determinism, steeped in slavery and racial discrimination, and 
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powered by laissez faire economics. Perhaps this explains why it has not been accomplished, 
why stakeholders and other Americans maintain their current system of beliefs. 
Stakeholders expressed more conservative attitudes than the general public sample. It is 
tempting to attribute their anti-equity tone to the low level of minority representation in the 
sample. However, three decades of research across all social strata have validated the 
perception of opportunity in America and belief in individual determinism as the key to 
success. The real reason for stakeholders' conservatism may lie elsewhere. 
First, public opinion has consistently opposed favorable treatment of the dispossessed 
regardless of the justice of their claims. However, in the heat of the Civil Rights Movement, 
guilt, well-meaning determination to redress civil wrongs, and an unwillingness to buck the 
prevailing trend no doubt dampened pervasive criticism of equity initiatives. Further, 
Washington was pushing the program and had moral credibility in those days. 
Secondly, the provision of equity in America became national policy during the 1960s, 
with Lyndon Johnson's Great Society Programs. It is a 30-year-old experiment without 
satisfactory results for either the donors of resources or the recipients. Social equity, an 
unpopular experiment from its inception, is viewed as a failure that has drained the national 
treasury. Equity initiatives are now unpleasant visitors who have worn out their welcome. At 
this juncture, citizens may hold more negative attitudes toward them and be more prone to 
express their dissatisfaction than they were in 1980, when surveyed by Kluegel and Smith 
(1986). 
Third, it has been suggested that the conservative Reagan-Bush administrations and an 
election-minded and, hence, increasingly conservative Clinton Administration may have 
helped promote a public mood swing away from equity. The reverse in more likely. It is 
arguable diat these administrations simply responded to increasing voter dissatisfaction and 
fear regarding the rising power of minorities and the impact of equity initiatives on their own 
security. These fears were intensified by the economic downturn of the late 1980s and 
certainly are not allayed by the knowledge that in less than 50 years each retiree will be 
supported by three workers, one of whom will a member of a racial minority. 
Finally, stakeholders are a relatively affluent and secure group with a vested interest in 
the status quo. It is reasonable that they would express more conservative views than a 
representative sample of the general public. In fact, Kluegel and Smith (1986) found that 
people of the age, income, educational, and gender profile of the typical stakeholder did 
express stronger anti-equity sentiments than other segments of their sample. Hence, 
stakeholders' attitudes are consistent with logical expectations. 
Recommendations for Practice 
At the heart of American culture the legend of education as the insurance policy of 
democracy lies side-by-side with the myth of education as the gateway to material success and 
personal fulfillment. Yet, educational equity does not occupy a place of veneration in the lives 
of most Americans. We do not embrace it eagerly as the Rosetta Stone of our future. Instead, 
we approach it reluctandy as a Trojan Horse from the past, containing the spores of social 
disease. We come to it grudgingly, commanded by court orders, or incidentally, as a 
distasteful political adjunct to our educational duties which demands accommodation. We are 
a young and forgetful nation, busy building a society in which a sound education is essential 
for survival. Meanwhile, we spew out masses of schooled illiterates, the seeds of tomorrow's 
revolution. Those who cannot participate in a society have no stake in its continuation, and it 
may well be that overcoming societal inequities is the central role and, potentially, the greatest 
contribution of public schools in the twilight of the Twentieth Century. 
Accordingly, those who teach educators should make equity a central element of 
educational philosophy and provide their students with the tools to transform that philosophy 
into effective action. Specifically, educational equity, as a subset of social equity, should 
become a key theme in education courses. Students should be introduced to historical 
literature on equity as well as classroom research on best practices to promote it. Students 
need exposure to systemic issues which affect student achievement such as curriculum 
alignment, and the use of achievement data to adjust curriculum and teaching to the needs of 
learners. Classroom dynamics, such as the impact of teacher expectations and prejudices on 
the provision of equitable learning opportunities, should also be frankly discussed. As part of 
their training, education students should participate in exercises which require moral choices 
regarding the provision of educational equity and be required to predict outcomes based on the 
facts of the case. 
School district administrators must deal directly with the daunting and intractable 
problems of educational equity. They must weave educational equity into a strategic/systemic 
view of school district operations while dealing with difficult decisions of resource allocations, 
decisions which directly determine the availability of equitable opportunities to learn. To carry 
out these tasks, they must first develop a strategic vision which encompasses the role of 
educational equity in American society. That vision must be related to school district 
operations and "sold" to other stakeholders, the very stakeholders described in this study. 
This can be done by an appeal to long-range self-interest, which flows from a vision of the 
future, or by short-range political maneuvering. The former is to be preferred, since the half-
life of key administrators is already dismally short. 
Next, administrators must be able to conceptualize and manage school districts as 
integrated educational enterprises, of which educational equity is a key element. Employees 
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have to be infused with desire, determination, and resources necessary to provide equitable 
learning opportunities for students. Equity indicators must then be monitored, and data-based 
adjustments made to maintain equitable operations. In many instances, all of this must be 
accomplished in an atmosphere where politically powerful forces fight for resource shares, and 
the most needy are often the least well equipped for the battle. 
The Curriculum Management Audit (English, Frase, & Poston, 1995) is one of the 
many tools available to help the working administrator conceptualize and carry out these 
difficult duties. However, the tools must be employed by someone with a thorough 
understanding of historical forces and a philosophy powered by the knowledge that today's 
schools will train either the architects of the future or the saboteurs who will destroy the 
infamous "bridge to the Twenty-first Centur>'." 
In the course of preparing this report, the question was asked, "What advice would you 
give a rookie teacher regarding educational equity?" The answer to this question lies beyond 
the horror of failure rates, dropout statistics, and learning opportunities forfeited to 
disproportionate discipline. Perhaps it can be found in the bitter mist of one's own early 
school years, in the heart and mind of a child. From that fragile heart and that hungry mind 
might emerge one plea that all teachers could adopt as their professional admonition: 
"Whatever you teach or do not teach, regardless of your strengths or shortcomings, whomever 
you like or dislike, visit upon me no inequities, for they go with me to my grave." 
Recommendations for Further Research 
Given the findings of this study, recommendations for further research are as follows: 
I. Follow-on research should be expanded to collect the attitudes and opinions of other 
stakeholders, especially students. They are the focal points of inequities as well as 
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educational equity efforts. Budget directors and other key central office staff who 
make resource allocation decisions should also be sampled. 
2. Follow-on research should determine stakeholders' attitudes regarding the 
theoretical bases of equity and educational equity, as well attitudes toward specific 
program designed to provide educational equity. Attitudes toward teaching and 
administrative practices which deny all students access to the curriculum should 
also be investigated. 
3. There is ample documentation that educational inequities exist. Research is needed 
on decision processes which result in these inequities and how (if) districts have 
successfully eliminated or reduced them. 
4. Identify the extent and nature of philosophical and practical training regarding 
equity, particularly educational equity, in teacher and administrator preparation 
programs. Does this training exist? Does it conflict with the basic beliefs of 
educators-in-training? If conflicts exist, how are they resolved? 
5. Determine how educational equity issues manifest themselves in the working lives 
of teachers and administrators and how do they respond. 
6. Document educational equity planning, delivery, and monitoring in school districts. 
7. Document the extent of school district actions to assure educational equity. Identify 
what works for the practicing teacher and school or district administrator. 
8. Document the extent of community and school district work force support for 
educational equity in philosophical and practical terms. 
102 
APPENDIX A. SURVEY INSTRUMENT 
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SCHOOL IMPROV'EMENT OPINION SUR\XY 
Please circle the number of the response that reflects your opinion. 
1. America is the land of opportunity where everyone who works hard can get ahead. 
l"Strongly agree 2»Agree 3-Disagree 4»Stn)ngly disagree 
2. Every young person in America today has an equal opportunity to get a college education. 
• "Strongly agree 2«AgTee 3-Disagree 4-Strongly disagree 
3. How good a chance do you think a penon has to get ahead today, if the person works hard? 
I'Very good chance 2*Good chance 3*Soroe chance 4»Linle chance S^No chance 
4. Do you think most Americans generally have a fair o^ortunity to make the most of 
themselves In life, or does something hold them back? (Orcle one) 
1 "Fair opportunity 2'Heldback 
5. Is your current standard of living due primarily to your own abili^ or effort; 
is I t  due primarily to other factors; or is it due to both equally? (Circle one) 
l-Ou-n ability &. effort 2"0ther faaors 3«Ability and other factors equally 4«»Neither 
6. Compared to the averaee person in America, what do you think the chances of getting ahead are for each 
of the folloHing groups? 
a. People in poor families 
b. College-educated people 
c. Blacks and other minorities. 
Much 
bener than 
average 
d. People in rich families 1 
e. High school (only) graduates 1 
f. Working class family members... 1 
h. You, yourself. 1 
7. Please indicate the importance you attach to each of the following explanations for why 
there are poor people in the United States. 
Very Somewhat 
important important 
a. Rich people take advantage of the poor. 1 2 
Bener 
than 
average 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
Average 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
Worse 
than 
average 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
Much 
worse than 
rage 
Not too Not at all Dont 
important important know 
b. Lack of good schools 1 
c. Low vti-ages in some jobs or industries I 
d. Lack of thrift & money management skill 1 
e. Lack of ability and talent 1 
f. Just bad luck. 1 
g. Loose morals and drunketmess 1 
h. Discrimination against blacks and other 
racial minorities 1 
i. Lack of effort by the poor. 1 
j. Sickness or physical handicaps 1 
k. Too few private industry jobs 1 
I. Hie poor have attitudes which prevent 
improvement of their condition. 1 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
4 
Dont 
know 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
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S. I< the livine sUndard of mfijt Americau primarily due to 1|l ^ owa ability, educatioa or effort; 
. is it due pnmarily to nthfr factors; or it one to bou equally? (Circle one) 
1-Own ability 2'Otber fectots 3*Both equally 4>Neitber 
9. Do vou tbinlc that the income a penoa receives thoulil be based more on tbe person's sldlis 
ud tralnias or more on what their family needs to live decently? (Circle one) 
I'^ kills l^ Family needs 3**Botb 4>Don11cDOW 
10. The following are some reasons people give to explain why rich people arc rich. 
Please indicate the decree of importance you attach to eifh of these. 
Somewfaat Not too Not at all 
a. Hard work and im'tiative. 
important important important important 4 
b. Political influence or "pull" 1 2 3 4 
c. Money inherited from family. 1 2 3 4 
d. Good luck-right place and time 1 2 3 4 
e. Dishonesty... .... 1 2 3 4 
C Tbe economic system allows the rich 
to take advantage of the poor„ I 2 3 4 
g. Great ability and talent 1 2 3 4 
h. Personal drive and willingness 
to take risks ...„ 1 2 3 4 
11. The following statements concern government policy and other matters. For each one, 
please indicate if you strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree. 
Doot 
know 
a. Tbe US goveminent should euaiantee 
an income above tbe poveitylevel to 
eveiy person who works. Do you 
Strongly 
agree Agree 
2 
b. There should be an upper limit on tbe 
amount of money any pason can make. 1 
c. Siace more people have it, the value 
of a college education is declining. 1 
d. The US government should giuaiantee a job to every person who «'ants to work. 1 
e. Affin&ative anion programs thai help 
blacks and other mmomies to get. 
ahead should be supponed. 1 
Disagree 
3 
3 
3 
3 
Strongly 
disagree 
Dont 
know 
C Government ownership and control 
of basic industries would benefit society.. 
g. Employers should set aside a certain 
numoer of places to hire qualified 
blacks and other minorities 
h. Colleges and univenities should set 
aside a certain number of places to 
admit qualified blacks and other 
minorities ..... 
L Laws should limit the amount of 
wealth that can be inherited. 
j. Welfare does not give most people 
enough to get along on. 
Ic. Generally, we are spending too much 
money on welfare 
3 
3 
3 
3 
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S. Is the Uvinc sttsdard of most Amcrtcaas primarily dnc to thjlr ows ability, cdueatioa or effort; 
is it due pnmarily lo other factor*: or is due to both equally? (Orde oae) 
l<^wn ability 2-Other &ctois 3*Boib equally 4>Neitber 
9. Do you think that tlie iocome apenoa receives should be based more on the person's sidlls 
ana training or more on what their family needs to live decently? (Circle one) 
I'Skills 2«Faniily needs 3«Both 4-DoD't know 
foUowine are some reasons people give to explain why rich people are rich. 
t indicate the decree of importance you attach to fiaxJl of these. 
10. The 
Please
Somewhat Not too Not at all 
a. Hard woik and initiative. 
impottaot important important imj^ ortaat 
b. Political influence or "pull" 1 2 3 4 
c. Money inherited from family. I 2 3 4 
d. Good luck'right place and time... 1 2 3 4 
e. Dishonesty. ..... 1 2 3 4 
t The economic system allows the rich 
to talce advantage of the poor. 1 2 3 4 
g. Great ability and talent... 1 2 3 4 
h. Personal drive and willingness 
to take risks.„ ..... 1 2 3 4 
11. The followlne statements concern government policy and other matters. For each one, 
please indicate if you strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree. 
Strongly 
agree 
a. The US government should guarantee 
an income above the povenylevel to 
every penon who works. Do you. 1 
b. There should be an upper limit on the 
amount of money any person can make...„ 1 
c. Since more people have it, the value 
of a college education is declining 1 
Agree 
2 
Disagree 
Strongly 
disagree 
d. The US government should guarantee a job to every person who «-anu to work. 1 
e. Aflitmative aoion programs that help 
blacks and other mmonties to get. 
ahead should be supported. 1 
il Goverainent ownership and control 
of basic indusQies would benefit society... 1 
g. Employers should set aside a certain 
number of places to hire qualified 
blacks and other minorities 1 
h. Colleges and univenities should set 
aside a certain number of places to 
admit qualified blacks and other 
minorities 
L Laws should limit the amount of 
wealth that can be inherited. 
J. Welfare does not give most people 
enough to get along on. 
k. Generally, we are spending too much 
money on welfare 1 
Dont 
know 
Dont 
know 
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APPENDIX B. HUMAN SUBJECTS REVIEW COMMITTEE APPROVAL 
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Information for R«vi«w of Research Involving Human Subjects 
iowo Stert* Univanily 
(Pleose type and use the ottached instructions for completing triis form) 
1. Tit1i»nfPmwt?tIneQuaHf(pgr a«>4 Bel'ipfg of Adult PubT-fp School Stakeholr^P-rc 
2. I agree to provide the proper airveillaice of this projea to insme that the rights and welfare of the human subjects are 
pntected. I will repon any advene itacaons to the commitiee. Additions lo or changes in research procedures after the 
piojecthasbeenapprevedv^besubniittedtothecoinmifieefiirreviBw. lagreetorequestrenewilofapprovalforanyprojec: 
continuing more than one year. 
JAMES A. SCOTT 
Typad Smut of Pnaapal JavwugMor 
Professional Studies in Education BuchaTiaTT^' 
Ocpunnoit CHapoi Addmt Csmpos Telepnone 
3. Signanires of other investigators Dale Relationship to Princ^ Investigator 
Riga^ p. m^att Majgr prpffi^nr 
' ( FEB e 1995 I 
4. Principal Investigatoi<s) (check all that apply) \ 
• Faculty • Staff S Graduate Student v Undergraduate Student isu 
5. Project (check all that apply) 
• Research @ TbiB^ordisseiaiion •Oass project • Indqxndem Study (490,590. Honors project) 
6.- Number of subjects (complete all that apply) 
4, OOP # Adults, non-fladems il^ student minors under 14 _ other (explain) 
^ * minon 14 • 17 
7. Brief description of proposed research involving human subjects: (See instnictioBS, Item 7. Use an additional page if 
needed.) Educational experts agree that attltudlnal change among educators is a 
prerequisite for the achievement of educational equity. Yet, there has been no 
comprehensive study to document the equity attitudes and beliefs of school stake­
holders—those who manage schools and educate students. ' The problem of this research 
is to document, characterize, and compare the equity attitudes and beliefs of public 
school stakeholders with those of the general public. (Stakeholders are defined in 
this study as school board members, superintendents, principals, teachers, and parents. 
School stakeholders were selected because they are the primary guarantors of 
educational equity. Hence, the researcher selected a sample of public school 
districts employing more than 20 teachers and stratified that sample by the number of 
teachers and geographic region. All districts with more than 2000 teachers are 
Included in the sample since they represent large urban centers where equity is a 
problem. Sampling procedures provide for five questionnaires to be mailed to 650 
school districts. (piease do not send research, thesis, or disseruUon proposals.) 
(Continued on last page of this form.) 
8. Informed Consent: • Signed informed consent will be obtained. (Attach a copy of your form.) 
H Modified informed conscnt will be obtained. (Sec instructions, item 8.) 
• Not applicable lo this project 
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9. Confidentiality of Data: Describe below the methods to be used n ensure the confidentiality of data obtained. (See 
innniaiaos.Item9.) respondent will be provided with a st^ed. self-addressed survey 
Instnunent and post card so that responses can be mailed directly to the researcher. 
No data will be required on the survey which could identify the respondent to anyone 
not Involved in the project. However, a code number trill be stamped on both the 
survey instrument and the accompanying post card so that the researcher can link jche 
name and address on the post card with the respondent's returned survey Instrument. 
The purpose is to permit the researcher to determine t^ich respondents have returned 
the survey, facilitate follow-up, and conduct the cash drawing. To further insure 
confidentiality, completed survey instruments and post cards will be mailed to 
separate addresses. Post cards will be mailed to and remain under the exclusive 
^ control of^.the researcher. .Cards y^l be. destroyed upon completion of the cash, drawin 10. Whatnsksordiscomfanwiirbe^ofihestudy? WiU subjects in uextsescnoeplaca at nac or incaraiscoRi!on? 
Describe any lisks to ihB subjects and preouuions that wiO be taken to mintinizeihm. (The concept of risk goes beyond 
physical risk and risks to subjects' dignity and self-ie^»a as well as psychological or emodonal risk. See 
insauctions. item 10.) 
Respondents could be subjected to social ostracism or career damage and the attendant 
financial, emotional, and psychological, should they express unpopular views on this 
survey and those views become known. The precautions outlined in 9 (above) are 
• designed to minimize these risks. 
11. CHECK ALL of the following that apply to yovieseaRh: Not applicable. 
• A. Medical clearance necessvy b^ore siibjecis can pgiiripatr 
• B. Samples (Blood, tissue, etc.) firom subjects 
• C Adminisintian of substances (foods, drugs, etc.) 10 subjecs 
• D. Physical exetdse or conditioning for subjects 
• E Decepiiaaofsulgects 
• F. Subjects under 14 yeats of age and/or • Subjects 14 • 17 years of age 
QG. Subjects in iiuiiiniiaas(ntBiingbaaBes,prisais,ec.) 
• K. Reseaxch must be approved by another institution or agency (Attach letters of approval) 
If you cbccked any of the items ia XL piose coapiete the foOowiag ia the space bdow (include any attachments): 
lumsA'D Describe the procedures and note the safety prmnrinns being taken. 
Item E Describe bow subjects will be deceived; justify the deception; indicate the debriefing procedure, including 
the timing and infimnatiao U) be presented to subjects. 
Item F For subjects under the age of 14, inriiratr bow infonned consetu from parents or legally authorized repre> 
sematives as well as from subjects will be obtained. 
ItensG&H Specify the agency or instiunion that must approve the project.  If  subjects in any outside agency or 
insoouion are involved, ^ iproval must be obt^ned prior to teginning the research, and the letter of approval 
shodd be filed. 
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SCOTT Last Name of Principal Investigator 
Checklist for Attacbnents and Time Schedule 
The foUowing are attached (please check): 
ll^Letier or wriaen statement to subjects indicating clearly: 
a) purpose of the reseajch 
b) the use of any identifier codes (names. #'s). how they will be used, and when they will be 
removed (see Item 17} 
c) an estimate of time needed for panidpation in the research and the place 
d) if applicable. locadon of the research acdvity 
e) how you will ensure confldenuality 
0 in a longitudinal study, note when and how you will contact subjects later 
g) paxtidpaiion is voluntary, nonparticipation will not affect evaluations of the subject 
13. G Consent form (if applicable) 
14. [j Letter of approval for research from cooperadng organizations or insotutions (if applicable) 
15..^ Data-gathering instruments 
16. Andcipated dates for contact with subjects: 
First Contact Last Contact 
3/1/95 5/30/95 
Month / Day / Year MonUi / D»y / Year 
17. If applicable: anticipated date that idenaHers will be removed from completed survey instruments and/or audio or visual 
tapes will be erase± 
4/30/95 
Month / Day / Year 
IS. Signature of Departmental Executive Officer Dais Department or Administradve Unit 
19. Decision of the University Human Subjcca Review Comminee: 
^k^Project Approved Project .Vet Approved No Acuon Required 
P a t r i c i a  M .  K e i t h  ^  
Name of Committee Chairperson Date Signature of Committee Chairperson 
G C : l / 9 0  
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APPENDIX C. LETTERS OF INSTRUCTIONS TO INTENDED SURVEY 
RESPONDENTS 
I l l  
5km Proiects - SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT MODEL 
College of Education LETTER 1 Dick Manatt 
Iowa State University Director 
N239 Lagomarcino Hall Shirley Stow 
Ames. Iowa 50011 Co-Dirertor 
(515) 294-5521 
Dear School Board Kember: 
We need your opinion on an Important educational matter. And, because 
your time is valuable, ve want to compensate you for it. More about that 
later. 
In the near future our national leaders in Washington vill reexamine 
equity programs, including those devoted to education. As a member of the 
board of education, your opinions on these programs, whether you oppose or 
support them, are vital in determining their future direction or existence. 
We ask you to make your opinions known to policy makers and legislators by 
completing the attached survey and dropping it in the nearest mailbox. No 
postage is required. Your opinions will be held in strictest confidence. 
Results will be published in the near future but will not be identified by 
individual, school, or district. 
This poll is part of a nation-wide study being conducted by the School 
Improvement Model Projects Office at Iowa State University. Return of an 
opinion survey form with responses marked constitutes your permission to 
include them in our study. 
As for compensation, the enclosed opinion survey could be worth 
twenty-five dollars or more to you, if you follow these instructions. 
Write your name and address on the enclosed post card and return it to the 
researcher immediately. When both your post card and questionnaire have 
been received at Iowa State, your card will be included in a drawing for 
several twenty-five and fifty dollar prizes. A random drawing will be 
conducted in May. All questionnaires must be received by not later than 
April 28, 1995. The nui^er of prizes will be increased in proportion to 
the number of questionnaires returned. If you are a winner, the check will 
be in your hands not later than May 18, 1995. 
Please take a minute right now to complete the post card and 
confidential sxirvey and drop them in the mail. The post card especially 
should be mailed immediately. If you would like an extract of the results 
of this study, please make a note on your post card. 
Thank you for sharing your opinion with us on this vital subject. 
Richard P. Manatt 
Director, School Improvement 
Model Projects and 
Program Coordinator, Education 
Administration and Supervision 
Sames A. Scott 
(esearch Associate 
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Projects 
LEiTER2 SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT MODEL 
Dick Manatt 
Director 
Shirley Stow 
Co-Director 
College of Education 
Iowa State University 
N239 Lagomarcino Hall 
Ames, Iowa 50011 
(515) 294-5521 
Dear Colleague: 
Ve need your opinion on an ioporcant educational issue. And, because 
your time is valuable, ve want Co contpensace you for ic. More on chat 
later. 
In the near future our national leaders in Washington will reexamine 
equity prograos, including those devoted to education. As an educational 
professional, your opinions on these programs, whether you oppose or support 
them, are vital in determining their future direction or existence. Ve ask 
you to make your opinions known to policy makers and legislators by taking 
just 20 minutes to complete t:he attached survey. Then drop it in the 
nearest mailbox. No postage is required. Your opinions will be held in 
strictest confidence. Results will be published in the near future but will 
not be identified by individual, school, or district. 
This poll is part of a nation-vide study being conducted by School 
Improvement Model Projects Office at Iowa State University. Return of an 
opinion survey form vith responses marked constitutes your permission to 
Include them in our study. Participation Is voluntary; nonparticipants vlll 
not be penalized, except that they vlll be ineligible for the cash drawing. 
As for compensation, the enclosed opinion survey could be vorth twenty-
five dollars or more to you, if you follov these instructions. Write your 
name and address on the enclosed post card and return it to the researcher 
Immediately. When both your post card and questionnaire have been received 
at lova State, your card vlll be Included in a drawing for several twenty-
five and fifty dollar prizes. A random drawing will be conducted in May. 
All questionnaires must be received by not later than April 28, 1995. The 
number of prizes will be increased in proportion to the number of 
questionnaires returned. If you are a winner, the check will be in your 
hands before May 18, 1995. Post cards bearing your name and address will be 
destroyed after the drawing. 
Take a few minutes now to complete the post card and confidential 
survey and drop them in the mail. If you would like an extract of the 
results of this study, make a note on your post card. 
Please contact us if you have questions. Thank you for sharing your 
opinion with us on this vital subject. 
Richard P. Manatt ' 
Director, School Improvement 
Model Project and 
Program Coordinator, Education 
Administration and Supervision 
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Projects LETTERS SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT MODEL 
College of Education 
Iowa State University 
N239 Lagomarcino Hall 
Ames, Iowa 50011 
Dick Manatt 
Director 
Shirley Stow 
Co-Direaor 
(515) 294-5521 
Dear Parent: 
Ue need your opinion on an important educational matter. And, because 
your time is valuable, we want to compensate you for it. More about that 
later. 
In the near future our national leaders in Washington will reexamine 
equity programs, including those devoted to education. As a parent, your 
opinions on these programs, whether you oppose or support them, are vital 
in determining their future direction or existence. Ve ask you to make 
your opinions known to policy makers and legislators by completing the 
attached survey and dropping it in t±e nearest mailbox. No postage is 
required. Your opinions will be held in strictest confidence. Results 
will be published in the near future but will not be identified by 
individual, school, or district. 
This poll is part of a nation-wide study being conducted by the School 
Improvement Model Projects Office at Iowa State Universitry. Return of an 
opinion survey form with responses marked constitutes your permission to 
include them in our study. 
As for compensation, the enclosed opinion survey could be worth 
twenty-five dollars or more to you, if you follow these instructions. 
Vrite your name and address on the enclosed post card and return it to the 
researcher immediately. Vhen both your post card and questionnaire have 
been received at Iowa State University, your card will be included in a 
drawing for several twent:y-five and fifty dollar prizes. A random drawing 
will be conducted in May. All questionnaires must be received by not later 
than April 28, 1995. The number of prizes will be increased in proportion 
to the number of questionnaires returned. If you are a winner, the check 
will be in your hands before May 18, 1995. 
Please take a minute right now to complete the post card and 
confidential survey and drop them in the mail. The post card especially 
should be mailed immediately. If you would like an extract of the results 
of this study, please make a note on your post card. 
Richard P. Manatt 
Director, School Improvement 
Model Projects and 
Thank you for sharing your opinion with us on this vital subject. 
Program Coordinator, Education 
Administration and Supervision 
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APPENDIX D. POST CARD ACCOMPANYING EACH SURVEY INSTRUMENT 
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PRONT 
School improvMnant Modal Projaet 
Dr. Richard P. Manatt 
Attn: J. A. Scott 
N229 Laeomarctno Hall 
No postage 
necessary 
if mailed 
in the 
United Slates 
BUSNESS-RffLYMAIL 
FMST CLASS MAIL PEfttMTNO 67S AMES.IOWA 
ftsage wl te pad by adchaaee 
IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 
ISU Mail Center 
Amee, iowa 50010-9907 
Please write your name and address here to 
participate in the cash drawing. 
2120 
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APPENDIX E. LETTERS OF INSTRUCTIONS TO DISTRICT 
SUPERINTENDENTS 
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Projects SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT MODEL 
Dick Manatt 
Director 
Shirley Stow 
Co-Director 
College of Education 
Iowa State Universtty 
N239 Lagomarcino Hall 
Ames, Iowa 50011 
(515) 294-5521 
Dear Superintendent: 
Soon, our national leaders In Washington will reexamine equity 
programs, including those devoted to education. The opinions of educators 
and parents, whether they oppose or support these programs, should be heard 
when these issues are debated. Yet, there has been no comprehensive survey 
of the educational community to solicit opinions on this vital Issue. 
The School Improvement Model Projects Office at Iowa State University 
is conducting this first-ever study to collect and report the opinions of 
those who lead, operate, and support schools. Your district has been 
selected, by random procedures, to participate in this study. The 
researchers anticipate that data collected will provide policy makers and 
legislators with guidance for critical decisions regarding t±e future of 
educational and other eqult:y programs. 
Confidentiality of all respondents will be preserved. Responses vill 
not be Identified with specific individuals, schools, or districts. You 
will be provided a summary report of the research If you desire and, of 
course, this poll will be conducted at no cost to your district. 
Since time is money, we are using a unique "motivator" to get a high 
rate of questionnaire return. Those who respond have the opportunity to 
participate in a cash drawing. Details are provided with each respondent's 
survey, including your own. Terms for all participants are the same. 
An envelope containing instructions and a response form is enclosed 
for those being polled; one board member, the superintendent, one 
principal, one teacher, and one parent not associated with the school 
staff. (A parent who is a member of your school advisory committee or PTA 
is acceptable.) To preserve the random nature of the study, please send 
the envelopes to the first person on your rolls in each category, according 
to the first letter of their last names. Stamped envelopes are provided if 
necessary. Please use the attached form to send us the names of those 
selected to respond so that we may conduct follow-up without requesting 
additional assistance from your office. This list will be destroyed upon 
completion of the study. 
Response forms should be distributed, completed, and returned promptly 
so as to arrive in time for the cash drawing. 
Please contact us if you have questions or concerns. Thank you. 
Richard P. Manatt 
Director, School Improvement 
Model Projects and 
Program Coordinator, Education 
Administration and Supervision 
0 / - ^ ~ ' ' f  l ^ ' f  
pames A. Scott 
Research Associate 
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ME2I0BANDUM 
FROM: Superintendent, District; 
TO: Dr. Richard Manatt 
School Inprovefflent Model Project 
Iowa State University 
Room 229, Lagoaarclno Hall 
Ames, Iowa 5Q011 
Regarding your opinion survey on educational equity, I have 
distributed materials to the following individuals: 
Board Member: Name: 
Address: 
Phone: 
Principal: Name: 
Address: 
Phone: 
Teacher; Name: 
Address: 
Phone: 
Parent: Name: 
Address; 
Phone: 
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Projects SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT MODEL 
Dick Manatt 
Director 
Shirley Stow 
Co-Director 
College of Education 
Iowa State University 
N239 Lagomarcino Hall 
Ames, Iowa 50011 
(515) 294-5521 
TO: 
FROM: 
The Superintendent 
Janes A. Scott 
School Improvement Model Project 
Iowa State University 
Room 229, Lagomarcino Hall 
Ames, Iowa 50011 
We are enclosing a second copy of materials necessary to 
participate in our opinion poll on educational equity. The 
survey takes twenty minutes to complete. We ask that you route 
the enclosed questionnaires to the following individuals in your 
district at the top of your alphabetical roster, as appropriate: 
School Board Member 
Superintendent 
School principal 
^Teacher 
Parent 
^All of the above 
If the respondents desire to participate in the cash drawing, it 
is important that the response forms be returned immediately. 
Realizing the many demands made on your time, we sincerely 
appreciated your assistance with this vital education issue. 
Thank you for your sv 
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APPENDIX F. PERSONAL LETTER TO DISTRICT SUPERINTENDENTS 
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Projects SCHOOL IMPROVEMENT MODEL Dick Manatt 
Director 
Shirley Stow 
Co-Director 
College of Education 
Iowa State University 
N239 Lagomarcino Hall 
Ames, Iowa 50011 
(515) 294-5521 
July 28, 1995 
Ms. Bette Ralvey 
School Board of Pinellas County 
1960 East Druid Road, Box 4688 
Clearwater, FL 33518 
Dear Superintendent Ralvey: 
We are requesting your opinion on an important educational issue. Our national 
leaders in Washington are in process of evaluating equity programs, including those 
devoted to education. Whether you oppose or support those programs, your opinions are 
vital in determining their future direction and existence. We ask you to make those 
opinions known to policy makers and legislators by taking just 20 minutes to complete the 
enclosed survey. Then, just drop it in the mailbox. No postage is required. Your 
opinions will beheld in confidence. Results will be published in the near future, but will 
not be identified with individuals or districts. 
This poll is part of a nation-wide study being conducted by the School 
Improvement Model Projects Office at Iowa State University. Return of an opinion survey 
form with responses marked constitutes your permission to include them in our study. 
Participation is, of course, voluntary. 
As an incentive for your panicipation, we offer the opportunity to take part in a 
drawing for fifty dollars. Write your name and address on the enclosed card and retum it 
immediately. When both your post card and questionnaire have been received at Iowa 
State, your card will be included among those considered in a random drawing to be 
conducted in September. All questionnaires must be received by 30 August 1995. If you 
win, a check will be sent to you promptly. Your card will then be destroyed to insure the 
confidentiality of your responses. If you would like an abstract of the results of this 
survey, please make a note on the post card. 
Please direct question to, James Scott, at 515-296-4189. 
Thank you for sharing your opinions with us on this vital subject. 
Richard P. Manatt, Ph.D. James A. Scott 
Director, School Improvement Model Project Research Associate 
and Program Coordinator, Education 
Administration and Supervision 
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APPENDIX G. STATE AND REGIONAL CODES FOR SAMPLE 
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STATE REGION 
STATE ABBREVIATION CODE REGION COI 
Alaska AK 02 Far West 8 
Arizona AZ 03 South West 6 
Arkansas AR 04 South East 3 
California CA 05 Far West 8 
Colorado CO 06 Rocky Mountains 7 
Connecticut CT 07 North East 1 
Washington, DC DC 51 Middle East 2 
Florida FL 09 South East 3 
Idaho ID 12 Rocky Mountains 7 
Dlinois IL 13 Great Lakes 4 
Indiana IN 14 Great Lakes 4 
Iowa lA 15 Great Lakes 4 
Kansas KS 16 Great Plains 5 
Kentucky KY 17 South East 3 
Louisiana LA 18 South East 3 
Maine ME 19 North East 1 
Maryland MD 20 North East 1 
Massachusetts MA 21 North East 1 
Michigan MI 22 Great Lakes 4 
Minnesota MN 23 Great Plains 5 
Mississippi MS 24 South East 3 
Missouri MO 25 Great Plains 5 
Montana MT 26 Rocky Mountains 7 
Nebraska NE 27 Great Plains 5 
Nevada NV 28 Far West 8 
New Hampshire NH 29 North East 1 
New Jersey NJ 30 Middle East 2 
New Mexico NM 31 South West 6 
New York NY 32 Middle East 2 
North Dakota ND 34 Great Plains 5 
Ohio OH 35 Great Lakes 4 
Oklahoma OK 36 South West 6 
Oregon OR 37 Far West 8 
Pennsylvania PA 38 Middle East 2 
Rhode Island RI 39 North East 1 
South Dakota SD 41 Great Plains 5 
Utah UT 44 Rocky Mountains 7 
Vermont VT 45 North East 1 
Washington WA 47 Far West 8 
West Virginia WV 48 South East 3 
Wisconsin WI 49 Great Lakes 4 
Wyoming WY 50 Rocky Mountains 7 
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APPENDIX H. PUBLISHER'S PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE MATERIALS 
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A division of Waiter de Gruyter, inc 
Scholarly and Scientific Publishers 
2CXD Saw Mill River i?oad 
Hawthorne NY 10532 
Telephone 914-747-OnO 
FAX (9W-747-1326) 
Telex 646677 
February 24, 1994 
Mr. James A. Scott 
6168 Buchanan Hall 
Iowa State University 
Ames, XA S0013 
Dear Mr. Scott: 
Reearding your peimission request (copy attached) to reproduce materials 
from Kluegel/Smith: Beliefs about Inequality, ^ ^ 
to use such materials for the purposes of your dissertation only. 
This permission-granted on a. one time basis only, and only for the purpose 
stated above. Proper copyright notice is requered. 
Thank you, 
Louise Decker 
Rights & Permissions 
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uluo ouunttikui xiiiu  ^  ^
Iowa State Univvrsio^  ^ yOOfi 
14 Fd)niaiy 1995 ' 
JAMES A. SCOTT 
6168 B chanan Hall
Aldine de Gniyter 
Division of W^ter de Gniyter, Inc. 
200 Saw Mill River Road 
Hawthorne, New York 10532 
Dear Sir or Madame: 
I berdiy request permission to quote extensively from your 1986 book, Beliefs About Inequality: 
Americans' Views of What Is and What Ought to Be, James ^  Kluegel and Eliot R. Smith. 
I am a graduate student conducting research which parallels the woric of Kluegel and Smith. In 
my dissertation, I would like to compare my findings with those of your authors. This would include 
extending and modifying the tables found in Chapters 1 through 7 to incorporate my statistics in order to 
facilitate comparisons. Also, I would make frequent references to the descriptions and explanations of 
findings discussed in your book. 
If you require additional information, please call me at 515-296-4189. 
Thank you for considering this request 
Yours truly. 
P.S. The ISBN for your book is O  ^
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APPENDIX I. WORDING OF QUESTIONS IN THE KLUEGEL AND SMITH 
STUDY 
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MODIFIED WORDING OF QUESTIONS IN KLUEGEL AND SMITH STUDY (1986) 
The following table contains the original wording of those 
questions used by Kluegel and Smith (1986) in their survey of the 
American public which were modified for this study of 
stakeholders. Bold letters indicates original wording not 
included in the stakeholders' survey. Parenthesis indicate words 
added for the stakeholders' survey. To facilitate comparison of 
the original with modified wording, question numbers in the 
stakeholders survey instrument (Appendix B) are provided, as well 
as numbers of tables which contain the questions 
Stakeholders' 
Study Original Wording 
Oues. # Table # fKlueael and Smith. 19861 
5 7,8 Is your (current) own standard of living 
these days due primarily to your own ability, 
education, or effort; is it due primarily to 
other factors; or is it due to both equally? 
6a 9,10 People who grew up in poor families 
6c 9,10 Blacks and other racial minorities 
6d 9,10 People who grew up in poor families 
6e 9,10 People with a high school education only 
6f 9,10 People who grew up in working class families 
7a 13,14 Being taken advantage of by rich people (Rich 
people take advantage of the poor) 
7b 13,14 Failure of society to provide good schools 
for many Americans (Lack of good schools) 
7h 13,14 Prejudice and discrimination against blacks 
(and other minorities) 
7k 13,14 Failure of (Too few) private industry to 
provide enough jobs 
71 13,14 Their background gives them attitudes that 
keep them from improving their condition (The 
poor have attitudes which prevent improvement 
of their condition) 
lOe 11,12 Dishonesty and willingness to take what they 
can get 
129 
11c With more and more people going to college, 
(Since more people have it,) the value of a 
college education is declining 
llj 19,20 One of the main troubles with welfare is that 
it doesn't (Welfare does not) give most 
people enough to get along on 
12a 17,18 More equality of income would avoid conflict 
between (the) people at different levels 
social classes. 
16 7,8 Do you think that during the last 10 to 20 
years the chances for blacks and (other 
minorities) to get ahead have... 
17 7,8 Do you think (Did) you have had a fair 
opportunity to make the most of yourself in 
life, or has anything ever held you back? 
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APPENDIX J. PERCEPTIONS OF STAKEHOLDERS AND THE 
GENERAL PUBLIC REGARDING THE VALUE OF A COLLEGE 
EDUCATION 
Appendix J. Perceptions of stakeholders and the general public regarding the value of a college education. 
Stakeholders and the general public sample were asked to stale their agreement or disagreement with the following statement: Since 
more people have it, the value of a college education is declining. Their responses follow: 
Stakeholders (1995) Kluegel and Smith (1980) 
(%) (%) 
Disagree or Agree or Disagree or Agree or 
Statement Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree Strongly Disagree Strongly Agree 
Since more people have it, the value of 79 21 40 60 
a college education is declining (N=998) (N=not reported) 
Stakeholder Groups (1995) 
Board Supcrin- All 
Members tciidcnts Principals Teachers Parents Stakeholders F 
Sincc more people have it, the value of 
a college education is declining 
Mean" 
S.B. 
N 
2.95 
0.()4 
176 
3.02 
0.04 
256 
2.83 
0.07 
192 
2.84 
0.05 
194 
2.90 
0.08 
ISO 
2.91 
0.03 
998 
2.19 
"Response categories: I = Strongly agree; 2 = Agree; 3 = Disagree; 4 = Strongly disagree. 
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